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DECLARATIONS

CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980
(CERCLA) AND THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (40 CFR PART 300), I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE REMEDY
DESCRIBED ABOVE PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT. 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA HAS BEEN CONSULTED; HOWEVER, THEY DO NOT AGREE WITH THE REMEDY.

I HAVE ALSO DETERMINED THAT THE ACTION BEING TAKEN IS APPROPRIATE WHEN BALANCED AGAINST THE
AVAILABILITY OF TRUST FUND MONIES FOR USE AT OTHER SITES.  IN ADDITION, THE SELECTED REMEDY IS
THE COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIAL ACTION THAT PROVIDES FOR COMPLETE DESTRUCTION OR FIXATION OF THE
CONTAMINANTS, AND IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

   SEP 25 1986                                   JACK E. RAVAN
   DATE                                          REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR.



                               RECORD OF DECISION
                   SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
                        MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE
                                   GREENVILLE
                             BUTLER COUNTY, ALABAMA
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I. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY (MEC) SUPERFUND SITE CONSISTS OF AN APPROXIMATE THREE-ACRE SWAMP
LOCATED ON BEELAND STREET IN GREENVILLE, BUTLER COUNTY, ALABAMA (FIGURE 1-1).  THE ACTUAL STUDY
AREA INVESTIGATED IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) INCLUDES THIS
SWAMP AREA AND THE MEC PLANT PROPERTY LOCATED ACROSS BEELAND STREET FROM THE SWAMP (LATITUDE 31
DEGREES 49'25"N AND LONGITUDE 86 DEGREES 36'48"W).  THE SWAMP AREA IS BORDERED ON THE NORTH BY A
PARKING AREA ADJACENT TO THE GREENVILLE APPAREL COMPANY AND ON THE SOUTH AND SOUTHWEST BY FIRST
STREET AND TANYARD BRANCH.  THE COMPANY PROPERTY IS BORDERED ON THE WEST BY BEELAND STREET AND
BY SECOND STREET ON THE SOUTH.  THE ALABAMA POWER COMPANY (APC) IS LOCATED ACROSS BEELAND STREET
FROM THE SWAMP AND ACROSS SECOND STREET FROM THE PLANT (FIGURE 1-2). THE STUDY AREA, WHICH IS
LESS THAN HALF A MILE FROM DOWNTOWN GREENVILLE, LIES IN THE 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN OF TANYARD
BRANCH (1).  THE SWAMP AND TANYARD BRANCH REPRESENT A TOPOGRAPHIC LOW FOR THE AREA, WHICH
RECEIVES SURFACE DRAINAGE FROM THE SURROUNDING WATERSHED.  THE POPULATION OF GREENVILLE IS
APPROXIMATELY 8,069 (CENSUS BUREAU, 1984 ESTIMATE).

THE UPLAND AREA IN THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SWAMP IS COVERED BY A STAND OF LOBLOLLY PINE WITH
A THICK GROWTH OF UNDERSTORY SHRUBS.  THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SWAMP, ADJACENT TO TANYARD
BRANCH, IS SATURATED A MAJORITY OF THE TIME AND IS COVERED WITH A DENSE GROWTH OF WETLAND
GRASSES AND SWAMP OAK.  THE CENTRAL PORTION OF THE SWAMP, COMPRISING THE AFFECTED AREA, IS
ESSENTIALLY DENUDED OF SURFACE VEGETATION AND IS STAINED WITH A BLACK OILY SUBSTANCE, WHILE THE
SOUTHERN PORTION IS COVERED WITH A DIVERSE GROUP OF WEEDS AND UNDERBRUSH AND SMALL PINES.

THE GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS OF THE GREENVILLE AREA CONSIST OF BED OF UNCONSOLIDATED CLAY, SANDY
CLAY, SAND, GRAVEL, CHALK, MARL, AND LIMESTONE, WHICH ARE PART OF THE CRETACEOUS AND TERTIARY
SYSTEMS (CARTER ET. AL, 1949).  THE PRINCIPLE AQUIFER IN THE GREENVILLE AREA IS THE RIPLEY
FORMATION.  THIS AQUIFER IS COMPRISED OF SEVERAL SAND LAYERS, SANDSTONE, SANDY LIMESTONE, AND
INTERBEDDED CLAY.  THE AQUIFER, WHICH SUPPLIES GREENVILLE'S FOUR CITY WELLS WITH 200-600 GALLONS
PER MINUTE, LIES APPROXIMATELY 450 FEET BELOW LAND SURFACE (BLS) AND SERVES APPROXIMATELY 11,400
PEOPLE.  THE FORMATION OF THE SITE ABOVE THE AQUIFER IS CHARACTERIZED BY ALTERNATING LAYERS OF
ROCK AND CLAY.  THE FIRST SIGNIFICANT CLAY LAYER, WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY 37 FEET THICK, LIES
FROM 18 TO 55 FEET BLS.  IMMEDIATELY BELOW THIS CLAY LAYER LIES 20 FEET OF HIGHLY PERMEABLE
STRATA CHARACTERIZED BY ROCK, BOULDERS, AND LIMESTONE.

   (1) MAY 1, 1980, NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) FLOODWAY MAP FOR GREENVILLE,
       ALABAMA.

#SH
II. SITE HISTORY

SINCE THE EARLY 1940'S, MEC HAS BEEN IN THE BUSINESS OF REPAIRING ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMERS.  THE
COMPANY WAS FIRST LOCATED IN DOWNTOWN GREENVILLE, BUT IN THE MID 1950'S, MOVED TO ITS PRESENT
LOCATION IN A RESIDENTIAL/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL AREA ON THE OUTSKIRTS OF THE GREENVILLE BUSINESS
DISTRICT.  FROM THAT TIME, MEC DISPOSED OF WASTE TRANSFORMER OIL BY DUMPING IT ONTO THE GROUND
BEHIND THE PLANT.  THE OIL WAS ALLOWED TO FLOW INTO A CITY STORM SEWER DRAIN AT THE PROPERTY AND
ULTIMATELY INTO THE SWAMPY AREA ACROSS BEELAND STREET FROM THE MEC PLANT.  MEC CONTINUED
DISCHARGING IN THIS MANNER UNTIL THE MID-1970'S.  BETWEEN 1955 AND 1974, THE COMPANY DRAINED,



REPAIRED, AND REFILLED AN ANNUAL AVERAGE OF APPROXIMATELY 1,000 USED TRANSFORMERS, EACH
CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY NINE GALLONS OF OIL.

IN MAY 1975, A MAJOR FISH KILL IN TANYARD BRANCH WAS TRACED TO AN OVERFLOW OF WASTE OILS FROM A
MEC HOLDING TANK.  AS A RESULT, EPA AND THE ALABAMA WATER IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION (AWIC) SAMPLED
AND ANALYZED SOILS FROM THE SWAMP FOR PCBS.  AT THAT TIME, ONLY TRACE AMOUNTS OF PCBS WERE FOUND
SO NO FURTHER ACTION WAS TAKEN BY THE STATE.  IN LATE 1975, MEC INSTALLED TWO UNDERGROUND
STORAGE TANKS TO COLLECT THE WASTE OIL FOR RESALE AND TO PREVENT FUTURE SPILLS.

IN 1980, FOLLOWING A SECOND SPILL AND FISH KILL, THE STATE SAMPLED AND FOUND SOIL PCB LEVELS OF
APPROXIMATELY 500 MG/KG.  DURING FEBRUARY 1981, EPA RESPONDED TO THE SITUATION ON AN EMERGENCY
(SPILL) BASIS (UNDER SECTION 311 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA)) AND CONDUCTED AN EXTENSIVE
SAMPLING INVESTIGATION TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION IN THE SWAMP AND TO DELINEATE AN
AREA FOR POSSIBLE REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL TO AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL (MAXIMUM 50 MG/KG PCBS). 
FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THIS INVESTIGATION, EPA OFFICIALS PROCEEDED TO REMOVE THE TOP SIX INCHES
OF CONTAMINATED SOIL FROM THE SWAMP.  THE CONTAMINATED SOILS WERE SENT TO AN APPROVED, OFFSITE
HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY.  IN AUGUST 1981, AFTER REMOVAL OF THE SOIL, EPA COLLECTED THREE
SURFACE SAMPLES FROM AROUND THE STUDY AREA TO VERIFY THAT PCB LEVELS WERE BELOW 50 MG/KG. 
ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM THE THREE SAMPLES REVEALED A MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION OF 19 MG/KG.

ALSO IN FEBRUARY 1981, PERSONNEL FROM THE U.S. FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION (FDA) COLLECTED
CATFISH, WHICH ARE BOTTOM FEEDERS, FROM TANYARD BRANCH DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE AND CONCLUDED THAT
PCB CONCENTRATIONS IN EDIBLE TISSUE WERE BELOW THE FDA LEVEL (2.0 MG/KG). IN ADDITION, EPA
COLLECTED SAMPLES OF ROOT SYSTEMS OF BULLRUSH (SCIRPUS SP.) GROWING IN THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF
THE SWAMP TO DETERMINE IF THE PLANTS WERE CONCENTRATING THE PCBS.  THE ANALYSES OF THE ROOT
SYSTEMS FROM TWO SEPARATE PLANTS GROWING IN THE WATER SATURATED SOILS INDICATED LEVELS OF PCBS
ABOVE BACKGROUND IN THE SHORT, THICK RHIZOMES OF THE PLANTS.  CONCURRENTLY WITH THE EXTENT OF
CONTAMINATION SURVEY OF THE SWAMP, EPA'S ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION, ECOLOGY BRANCH,
CONDUCTED AN ECOLOGICAL SURVEY OF TANYARD BRANCH AND PERSIMMON CREEK, WHICH JOINS WITH TANYARD
BRANCH APPROXIMATELY ONE MILE DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE.  THE RESULTS OF THIS INVESTIGATION SHOWED
THAT THE TANYARD BRANCH WAS ALMOST COMPLETELY DEVOID OF BIOTA FROM BELOW THE SWAMP TO ITS
CONFLUENCE WITH PERSIMMON CREEK.  TWO MILES BELOW THE CONFLUENCE, PERSIMMON CREEK BIOTA APPEARED
TO BE NORMAL.

IN FEBRUARY 1981, THE CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL (CDC) REQUESTED ASSISTANCE FROM NATIONAL
INSTITUTE FOR OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH (NIOSH) TO EVALUATE OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURES TO PCBS
BY EMPLOYEES AT MEC. BASED ON THE DATA COLLECTED IN THIS STUDY, NIOSH CONCLUDED THAT WORKERS DID
NOT APPEAR TO BE EXPOSED TO EXCESSIVE LEVELS OF PCBS; HOWEVER, NIOSH RECOMMENDED THAT WORKERS
REDUCE SKIN EXPOSURE TO TRANSFORMER OIL AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE (NIOSH, 1981 AND 1982).

IN 1982, THE MEC SITE WAS LISTED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST WITH A RANKING SCORE OF 53.67.

NO FURTHER INVESTIGATIONS OCCURRED AT THE SITE UNTIL NOVEMBER 1983, WHEN GRAB SOIL SAMPLES WERE
COLLECTED FROM THE SWAMP BY THE ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT (ADEM) DURING A
ROUTINE INSPECTION AT MEC.  ONE OF THE SOIL SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM THE STORM WATER DRAINAGE
PATHWAY THROUGH THE SITE WAS REPORTED TO HAVE A PCB CONCENTRATION OF 1,737 MG/KG.  THIS
TRIGGERED RENEWED INTEREST IN THE SITE AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL.

IN FEBRUARY 1984, THE EPA FIELD INVESTIGATION TEAM (FIT), CONDUCTED A SITE INSPECTION OF THE
SWAMP TO CHARACTERIZE EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TO PREPARE A DETAILED SAMPLING STUDY PLAN TO
DETERMINE THE POSSIBILITY AND EXTENT OF RECONTAMINATION OF THE SWAMP.  IN APRIL 1984, FIT
CONDUCTED A SAMPLING INVESTIGATION OF THE SWAMP AND FOUND THAT SOILS AND GROUNDWATER IN THE
SWAMP WERE CONTAMINATED WITH PCBS (AROCLOR 1260) AT LEVELS SIMILAR TO THOSE MEASURED PRIOR TO
EPA'S 1981 CLEANUP OF THE SITE.



IN JANUARY 1985, EPA RECEIVED APPROVAL TO BEGIN REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES AND AUTHORIZED CAMP DRESSER
& MCKEE (CDM) TO CONDUCT A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AT THE MEC SITE.  IN
MARCH 1985, CDM CONDUCTED A GENERAL SITE RECONNAISSANCE AND COLLECTED SOIL AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES
FROM THE ALABAMA POWER COMPANY (APC) PROPERTY AND FROM TANYARD BRANCH AND PERSIMMON CREEK. 
SINCE ALL SAMPLES WERE BELOW THE DETECTION LIMIT (1.0 MG/KG) FOR PCBS, THE APC WAS RULED OUT AS
A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF PCB CONTAMINATION TO THE SWAMP.

IN AUGUST 1985, THE RI WORK PLAN PREPARED BY CDM RECEIVED APPROVAL BY EPA, AND A PUBLIC MEETING
WAS HELD TO PRESENT IT TO THE PUBLIC AND TO RECEIVE COMMENTS.  SUBSEQUENTLY, THE FIELD WORK
BEGAN AND WAS COMPLETED IN NOVEMBER 1985.  THE COMBINED RI AND FS REPORT WAS COMPLETED IN JULY
1986 AND WAS PRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC FOR COMMENT ON AUGUST 12, 1986 AT THE FS PUBLIC MEETING.

#CSS
III. CURRENT SITE STATUS

THE INITIAL REVIEW OF EXISTING INFORMATION HIGHLIGHTED SEVERAL DEFICIENCIES IN THE DATA BASE FOR
THE MEC SITE THAT NEEDED TO BE CORRECTED BEFORE SITE REMEDIES COULD BE ADEQUATELY EVALUATED.
THEREFORE, THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WAS TO COLLECT AN ADEQUATE AMOUNT
OF DATA FROM SOIL, GROUND WATER, SURFACE WATER, AND STREAM SEDIMENT SAMPLES TO ELIMINATE THESE
DATA GAPS. LIMITED GEOLOGICAL DATA WERE ALSO COLLECTED DURING THE INSTALLATION OF MONITOR WELLS.

SURFACE WATER/SEDIMENT

SURFACE WATER SAMPLES COLLECTED BOTH UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE IN TANYARD BRANCH AND
PERSIMMON CREEK (FIGURE 3-1) WERE FOUND TO CONTAIN NO CONTAMINANTS ABOVE 1980 EPA WATER QUALITY
CRITERIA (TABLE 3-1). STREAM SEDIMENT SAMPLES COLLECTED UPSTREAM OF THE SITE IN BOTH STREAMS
WERE FOUND TO CONTAIN NO CONTAMINANTS, ALTHOUGH BOTH DOWNSTREAM SAMPLES FROM THE SAME STREAMS
WERE FOUND TO CONTAIN VERY LOW LEVELS OF PCB. SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM DOWNSTREAM TANYARD BRANCH
SHOWED PCBS AT 0.52 MG/KG, AND SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM DOWNSTREAM PERSIMMON CREEK CONTAINED
LEVELS OF PCBS AT 0.45 MG/KG (TABLE 3-2).

GROUNDWATER

A TOTAL OF FOUR PERMANENT MONITOR WELLS WERE INSTALLED AT, OR NEAR, THE MEC SITE STUDY AREA TO
EVALUATE MIGRATION VIA GROUNDWATER IN THE WATER TABLE ZONE (FIGURE 3-2).  ONLY ONE MONITOR WELL,
MW-2, WAS FOUND TO CONTAIN PCB IN GROUND WATER SAMPLES.  A SAMPLE FROM MW-2, LOCATED NEAR THE
POINT WHERE WASTE OIL FROM THE MEC PLANT DISCHARGED INTO THE SWAMP, WAS FOUND TO CONTAIN 2.4
UG/L AROCHLOR 1260.  HOWEVER, THE WATER SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM ALL THE MONITOR WELLS WERE
UNFILTERED, AND IT IS LIKELY THAT THE PCBS, WHICH ARE NEARLY INSOLUBLE IN WATER, MAY HAVE BEEN
ADSORBED ONTO THE CLAY PARTICLES COLLECTED WITH THE WATER SAMPLES.

MONOCHLOROBENZENE AND DICHLOROBENZENE WERE DETECTED IN MW-3 AT 200.0 AND 3.0 UG/L, RESPECTIVELY. 
BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE WAS DETECTED IN SAMPLES FROM ALL THE MONITOR WELLS INCLUDING MW-1,
THE UPGRADIENT BACKGROUND WELL.  CARBON DISULFIDE WAS FOUND IN MW-1 (3.2 UG/L) AND MW-2 (8.5
UG/L).  THIS, HOWEVER, IS NOT CONSIDERED TO BE SITE-SPECIFIC DUE TO THE LOW LEVELS AND PRESENCE
IN BOTH THE UPGRADIENT AND DOWNGRADIENT WELLS.  TABLE 3-3 PRESENTS THE RESULTS OF THE MONITOR
WELL SAMPLE ANALYSES.

THE SAMPLING OF A GREENVILLE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY WELL CURRENTLY IN USE SHOWED NO PCBS; A TRACE
QUANTITY OF PHENOL (5 UG/L) WAS THE ONLY CHEMICAL FOUND IN THIS WELL.

SOIL

A TOTAL OF 46 TEMPORARY BOREHOLES WERE INSTALLED WITHIN THE STUDY AREA TO EVALUATE THE AREAL AND



VERTICAL DISTRIBUTION OF CONTAMINANTS AND TO DETERMINE IF THE BURIED TANKS HAD BEEN LEAKING. 
THIRTY TEMPORARY BOREHOLES WERE DRILLED IN THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA (FIGURE 3-3) AND SIXTEEN AT
THE MEC TRANSFORMER PROCESSING AREA (FIGURE 3-4).

RESULTS OF SOIL SAMPLE ANALYSES REVEALED THE PRESENCE OF PCB (AROCHLOR 1260) IN BOTH THE MEC
TRANSFORMER PROCESSING AREA AND IN THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA WEST OF BEELAND STREET.  LEVELS OF
PCB IN THE SOIL SAMPLES RANGE FROM 54 MG/KG TO TRACE AMOUNTS IN THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA AND FROM
62 MG/KG TO TRACE AMOUNTS IN THE TRANSFORMER PROCESSING AREA.

OTHER CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN SOILS FROM THE PROCESSING AREA INCLUDE 1, 2,
4-TRICHLOROBENZENE AT LEVELS UP TO 16 MG/KG, AND SEVERAL POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS
(PAHS) AT LEVELS UP TO 15 MG/KG IN THE NEAR SURFACE.  SEVERAL METALS WERE PRESENT AT LEVELS WELL
WITHIN VALUES TYPICALLY FOUND IN SOILS OF THE UNITED STATES (CONNOR AND SHACKLETTE, 1975). 
TABLES 3-4, 3-5, AND 3-6 PRESENT THE SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS FROM THE ON-SITE LABORATORY AND THE CLP
LABORATORY FOR THE PROCESSING AREA.

A SIMILAR SUITE OF PAH COMPOUNDS AT LEVELS OF APPROXIMATELY 1 MG/KG TOTAL WAS DETECTED IN SOILS
FROM THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA.  BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE WAS DETECTED, BUT ITS SOURCE MAY BE
ATTRIBUTED TO ITS USE IN ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT.  LOW LEVELS OF PHENOL, CHLOROFORM,
DICHLOROETHANE, AND TRICHLOROETHANES WERE DETECTED.  NO DIOXINS, WHICH MAY BE FORMED BY HEATING
CHLORINATED COMPOUNDS, WERE DETECTED.  TABLES 3-7, 3-8, AND 3-9 PRESENT THE RESULTS OF SOIL
SAMPLE ANALYSES FROM THE ONSITE LABORATORY AND THE CLP LABORATORY, RESPECTIVELY, FOR THE SWAMP 
DISPOSAL AREA.

A POCKET OF OIL WAS ENCOUNTERED APPROXIMATELY NINE FEET BELOW GROUND SURFACE DURING THE DRILLING
OF BOREHOLE C-2 IN THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA. A SAMPLE WAS COLLECTED AT THIS LOCATION FOR ANALYSIS
FOR PCB, AND THE RESULTS SHOWED A CONCENTRATION OF PCBS AT 1500 MG/KG.  TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT
OF THIS OIL LAYER, TWO OFFSET BORINGS, C2-NW AND C2-S, SHOWN ON FIGURE 3-3, WERE DRILLED.  OIL
WAS NOT OBSERVED DURING THE DRILLING OF THE TWO OFFSET BORINGS, WHICH WERE HYDRAULICALLY
DOWNGRADIENT FROM C-2.  ON THE BASIS OF THESE BORINGS, AND OTHER BORINGS IN THE SWAMP IN
GENERAL, THE PRESENCE OF OIL IS THOUGHT TO BE LOCALIZED AND NOT WIDE-SPREAD.

GEOLOGIC

ALTHOUGH NO DEEP WELLS WERE INSTALLED DURING THIS INVESTIGATION, THE DATA COLLECTED DURING THE
DRILLING PROGRAM SHOWS THAT A CLAYEY SAND UNIT INTERBEDDED WITH A CLAY LAYER OF VARIABLE
THICKNESS OVERLIES A FAIRLY THICK BLACK CLAY THAT IS BELIEVED TO ACT AS A CONFINING LAYER IN
THIS AREA.  ADDITIONAL WELL LOGS, SUPPLIED BY THE STATE OF ALABAMA, FOR THE GREENVILLE AREA AS
WELL AS A LOG OF AN ABANDONED CITY WELL LOCATED IN THE SWAMP AREA SHOW MULTIPLE CLAY LAYERS, UP
TO 42 FEET THICK, IN THE TOP 100 FEET BLS AROUND THE MOWBRAY SITE (TABLE 3-10). THE PRESENCE OF
SUCH CLAY CONFINING LAYERS INDICATES THAT THE PRIMARY AQUIFER FOR THIS REGION AT A DEPTH OF OVER
400 FEET BLS IS PROTECTED FROM CONTAMINATION.

CHEMICAL OF CONCERN

BASED ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL SAMPLING, PCBS ARE CONSIDERED TO BE THE ONLY POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT
CHEMICAL FOUND AT THE SITE BASED ON THE FREQUENCY OF DETECTION, CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED, AND
INHERENT TOXICITY. SEVERAL PAHS WERE DETECTED IN THE SOILS ON THE MEC PROPERTY AND THE SWAMP
DISPOSAL AREA; HOWEVER, SINCE PAHS ARE FORMED NATURALLY BY COMBUSTION THEY ARE UBIQUITOUS IN THE
ENVIRONMENT.  ALTHOUGH THE CHLORINATED BENZENES AND PHTHALATES DETECTED IN SOILS AT THE SITE MAY
HAVE BEEN ASSOCIATED WITH PAST WASTE DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE AND CHLORINATED BENZENES
ARE MORE MOBILE THAN PCBS, THESE COMPOUNDS WERE FOUND AT RELATIVELY LOW CONCENTRATIONS IN ONLY A
FEW SAMPLES. MOREOVER, PCBS ARE SEVERAL ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE MORE TOXIC THAN EITHER OF THESE
COMPOUNDS (1).  BASED ON THESE CONSIDERATIONS, THE CONTRIBUTION OF THESE COMPOUNDS TO THE



SEVERAL POTENTIAL RISKS CURRENTLY POSED BY THE SITE IS CONSIDERED TO BE INSIGNIFICANT WHEN
COMPARED TO PCBS.

ASSESSING THE TOXICITY OF PCBS IS COMPLICATED BY THE FACT THAT SEVERAL DIFFERENT MIXTURES HAVE
BEEN PRODUCED AND DISTRIBUTED COMMERCIALLY AND BY THE PRESENCE IN SOME COMMERCIAL MIXTURES OF
HIGHLY TOXIC CONTAMINANTS -- POLYCHLORINATED DIBENZODIOXINS (PCDDS) AND POLYCHLORINATED
DIBENZOFURANS (PCDFS).  SOME OF THESE CONTAMINANTS CAN ALSO BE FORMED BY THE COMBUSTION OF PCBS
OR EVEN BY HIGH-TEMPERATURE CONDITIONS DURING SERVICE SO THAT USED MATERIALS MAY BE MORE TOXIC
THAN THE COMMERCIAL MIXTURES WHOSE TOXICITY HAS BEEN STUDIED.

IN 1984, EPA NOTED THAT THE WEIGHT OF THE EVIDENCE OF THE CARCINOGENICITY OF PCBS WAS SUFFICIENT
FROM ANIMAL BIOASSAYS BUT WAS INADEQUATE FROM HUMAN EPIDEMIOLOGY STUDIES AND CLASSIFIED PCBS IN
GROUP B2 - SUSPECTED HUMAN CARCINOGENS.  PCBS HAVE BEEN SHOWN TO BE QUITE TOXIC TO SOME AQUATIC
AND TERRESTRIAL PLANTS AND ANIMALS, PARTICULARLY FOLLOWING LONG-TERM EXPOSURE.  INFORMATION ON
THE TOXICITY OF PCBS TO UNICELLULAR PLANTS WAS LIMITED BUT SUGGESTED THAT EFFECTS COULD OCCUR AT
LEVELS LESS THAN 1 UG/LITER (EPA, 1980).

CONTAMINANT MIGRATION AND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

SURFACE WATER/SEDIMENT.  PERSIMMON CREEK, CLASSIFIED BY THE STATE OF ALABAMA FOR FISH AND
WILDLIFE USES (AWQ, 1980), IS REPORTED TO BE USED FOR RECREATIONAL FISHING, ALTHOUGH THE EXTENT
OF SUCH USE IS UNCERTAIN. DURING THE FIELD INVESTIGATION PHASE OF THE RI, THERE WERE NO
FISHERMEN SIGHTED IN THESE WATERS; HOWEVER, THIS MAY BE DUE TO THE TIME OF YEAR OF THE
INVESTIGATION (OCTOBER-NOVEMBER).  IT IS NOT KNOWN WHETHER CHILDREN SWIM OR PLAY IN PERSIMMON
CREEK, BUT IT IS PROBABLY REASONABLE TO ASSUME THAT CHILDREN PLAY AT LEAST OCCASIONALLY IN THIS
CREEK.  TANYARD BRANCH IS CONSIDERED UNLIKELY TO BE USED REGULARLY FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES
BECAUSE OF ITS SMALL SIZE AND INACCESSIBILITY (IT IS BORDERED BY STEEP, OVERGROWN BANKS).

(1) EPA (1986) RECENTLY CALCULATED A POTENCY FACTOR OF 6.9 X 10-4 (MG/KG/DAY)-1 FOR BIS
(2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE; THIS COMPOUND IS THEREFORE OVER 4 ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE LESS POTENT THAN
PCB (POTENCY FACTOR = 4.34 (MG/KG/DAY)-1).  NEITHER DICHLOROBENZENE NOR 1, 2,
4,-TRICHLOROBENZENE HAS BEEN SHOWN TO BE CARCINOGENIC, AND THESE CHEMICALS ARE GENERALLY NOT
CONSIDERED TO BE VERY TOXIC, HAVING REFERENCE DOSES (RFD) OF 3 MG/DAY AND 1.4 MG/DAY
RESPECTIVELY (EPA, 1985A, 1986).

SINCE THERE WERE NO CONTAMINANTS ABOVE THE 1980 EPA WATER QUALITY CRITERIA IN THE UPSTREAM AND
DOWNSTREAM SURFACE WATER SAMPLES FROM PERSIMMON CREEK AND TANYARD BRANCH AND ONLY VERY LOW
LEVELS OF PCBS IN DOWNSTREAM SEDIMENT SAMPLES, IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE LIMITED USE OF THESE
STREAMS, THE POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANT EXPOSURE VIA DERMAL CONTACT OR INADVERTENT INGESTION OF
WATER BY FISHERMEN OR CHILDREN IS CONSIDERED REMOTE.

GROUNDWATER.  THE DETECTION OF GROUNDWATER FLOW IN THE STUDY AREA IS TOWARD TANYARD BRANCH.  THE
SWAMP REPORTEDLY ACTS AS A LOCAL DISCHARGE POINT FOR SHALLOW GROUND WATER, AND MUCH OF THE FLOW
OF TANYARD BRANCH IS REPORTED TO COME FROM GROUND WATER SEEPING ALONG THE STREAM BANK.  AS WATER
CONTAINING PCBS IN SOLUTION MOVES THROUGH THE VADOSE ZONE AND WITHIN THE AQUIFER, THE PCBS WILL
BE ADSORBED AND DESORBED BY SOILS. THE NET EFFECT OF THESE PROCESSES IS THAT THE RATE OF PCB
TRANSPORT WILL BE VERY SLOW, PARTICULARLY COMPARED TO THE RATE OF GROUND WATER FLOW.

PCBS HAVE ONLY BEEN DETECTED IN ONE OF THE FOUR MONITORING WELLS, MW-2, LOCATED NEAR THE EASTERN
EDGE OF THE SWAMP NEAR THE DRAINAGE DITCH.  THE MIGRATION OF PCBS FROM SOILS TO GROUND WATER IS
CONTROLLED BY THE PHYSIOCHEMICAL PROPERTIES OF BOTH THE PCBS AND THE SOILS, AND THE PRESENCE OF
OTHER ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY INFLUENCE THE SOLUBILITY OF PCBS.  PCBS ARE NOT VERY SOLUBLE
IN WATER AND WOULD BIND TIGHTLY TO ANY ORGANIC MATERIAL IN SOILS.  MW-2 SHOWS LOW CONCENTRATIONS
OF PCBS; HOWEVER, THIS SAMPLE WAS UNFILTERED, AND THE LEVEL MAY NOT REFLECT DISSOLVED



CONCENTRATIONS.

ALTHOUGH AN ABANDONED CITY WELL AT THE SOUTHEASTERN CORNER OF THE SWAMPY AREA COULD POTENTIALLY
SERVE AS A CONDUIT FOR VERTICAL MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER, NO PCBS WERE DETECTED IN
THE MONITORING WELL NEAR THIS ABANDONED WELL, OR THE TWO NEAREST SOIL SAMPLES (AT DETECTION
LIMITS RANGING FROM APPROXIMATELY 0.1 TO 0.2 MG/KG).  ALL RESIDENTS IN THE GREENVILLE AREA ARE
SERVED FROM THE CITY'S PUBLIC DRINKING WATER SYSTEM.  NONE RELY ON PRIVATE WELLS FOR THEIR WATER
SUPPLY.  THEREFORE, THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO PCBS VIA INGESTION OF GROUNDWATER IS REMOTE.

SOILS.  THE MOST LIKELY MECHANISMS BY WHICH PCBS IN THE SOIL AT THE MEC PROPERTY WILL MIGRATE TO
THE SWAMP AREA IS VIA THE STORM SEWER DRAINAGE SYSTEM - BY EROSION OF SOILS TO WHICH PCBS ARE
ADSORBED AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT OR BY SOLUBILIZATION AND RUNOFF.  BECAUSE OF THE LOW AQUEOUS
SOLUBILITY OF PCBS (27 UG/LITER FOR AROCLOR 1260; MACKAY ET AL., 1983), AND THE HIGH AFFINITY OF
PCBS FOR ADSORPTION ONTO SOILS (LOG KOC = 6.83), EROSION AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT ARE LIKELY TO BE
THE PREDOMINANT MECHANISM FOR SURFACE TRANSPORT FROM THE MEC PROPERTY TO THE SWAMP AREA. FOR THE
SAME REASONS, EROSION AND SEDIMENT TRANSPORT ARE LIKELY TO BE THE PREDOMINANT SURFACE TRANSPORT
MECHANISMS BY WHICH PCBS COULD MIGRATE FROM THE SWAMPY AREA INTO TANYARD BRANCH.  THE SWAMPY
AREA GENERALLY DRAINS WESTWARD INTO TANYARD BRANCH, WHICH BORDERS IT.

UNDER CURRENT USE CONDITIONS, THE POTENTIAL FOR HUMANS TO COME INTO DIRECT CONTACT WITH PCBS -
CONTAMINATED SOILS AT THE MEC PROPERTY OR IN THE SWAMP IS NOT HIGH.  THE MEC PROPERTY IS
PARTIALLY PAVED AND, ALTHOUGH THERE IS A FENCE AROUND THE PROPERTY, SOILS IN UNPAVED AREAS HAVE
BEEN SHOWN TO BE CONTAMINATED.  HOWEVER, MEC HAS DISCONTINUED ALL OPERATIONS AND FILED FOR
BANKRUPTCY IN 1985, AND THERE ARE NO WORKERS CURRENTLY AT THE PLANT.  THE SWAMP IS NOT FENCED,
AND NO WARNING SIGNS TO DETER USERS HAVE BEEN POSTED.  HOWEVER, BECAUSE OF ITS UNATTRACTIVENESS
AS A RECREATIONAL AREA (WET, STAINED SOILS AND OVERGROWN APPEARANCE), IT IS CONSIDERED UNLIKELY
THAT THE AREA WOULD BE USED FREQUENTLY.

#ENF
IV. ENFORCEMENT

IN 1981, EPA CONDUCTED AN IMMEDIATE REMOVAL AT THE SITE PURSUANT TO SECTION 311 OF THE CLEAN
WATER ACT.  IN 1982, THE SITE WAS INCLUDED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST FOR FURTHER
INVESTIGATION AND RESPONSE ACTIVITIES.  IN 1985, THE UNITED STATES OBTAINED A MONEY JUDGEMENT
AGAINST THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY AND ITS OWNER, DISCHARGERS OF THE OIL AND PCBS, FOR THE
COSTS INCURRED IN THE 1981 REMOVAL.  LATER IN 1985, THE MEC AND ITS OWNER FILED PETITIONS FOR
BANKRUPTCY UNDER CHAPTER 7 OF THE BANKRUPTCY CODE.  THE UNITED STATES FILED PROOFS OF CLAIM FOR
ITS FINAL JUDGEMENT UNDER SECTION 311 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND FOR RESPONSE COSTS INCURRED BY
THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES RESPONSE TRUST FUND. THESE CLAIMS ARE PENDING.

EPA HAS IDENTIFIED THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) IN CONNECTION WITH THE SITE. 
THESE INCLUDE THE PRESENT OWNERS OF THE SITE AND THE GENERATORS OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES (MEC
AND ITS OWNER).  AS STATED ABOVE, MEC AND ITS OWNER HAVE FILED FOR BANKRUPTCY UNDER CHAPTER 7 OF
THE BANKRUPTCY CODE, AND PROOFS OF CLAIM HAVE BEEN FILED FOR RESPONSE COSTS INCURRED BY THE
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES RESPONSE TRUST FUND. BASED UPON AVAILABLE INFORMATION, THE SITE OWNERS HAD
NO KNOWLEDGE THAT PCBS WERE DISPOSED ON THEIR SITE.  THE PROPERTY THEY OWN IS ACTUALLY A
DRAINAGE BASIN FOR THE MEC FACILITY.  IN ADDITION, THE SITE OWNERS ARE NOT ABLE OR WILLING TO
IMPLEMENT THE REMEDY.

THERE HAVE BEEN NO NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE PRPS CONCERNING THE REMEDIAL RESPONSE ACTIVITIES AT THE
SITE.  BASED UPON THE RESPONSES TO EARLIER NOTICE LETTERS SENT TO THE PRPS, IT HAS BEEN
DETERMINED THAT THERE IS NO PRP WILLING AND ABLE TO UNDERTAKE THE NECESSARY REMEDIAL RESPONSE
ACTIONS AT THE SITE.  THEREFORE, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE RESPONSE TRUST
FUND BE EXPENDED TO CLEAN UP THE SITE.



#AE
V. ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES

THE MEC SITE HAS BEEN IMPACTED BY THE DISCHARGE OF PCB-CONTAMINATED TRANSFORMER OIL FROM THE MEC
PROCESSING AREA, AS PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED. HOWEVER, BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RI, IT APPEARS
THAT PCBS AT THE SITE ARE NOT LIKELY TO POSE A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH RISK TO PERSONS HAVING DIRECT
CONTACT WITH PCB-CONTAMINATED SOILS AT THE MEC PROPERTY OR THE SWAMP UNDER THE CURRENT USE
CONDITIONS OF THE STUDY AREA.  ANY REUSE OF THE MEC PROPERTY FOR INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES, OR
INCREASED USE OF THE SWAMP, WOULD BE LIKELY TO LEAD TO GREATER CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOILS
AND INCREASED RISKS TO PEOPLE USING THESE AREAS.  IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THESE RISKS MIGHT ONLY
ACCRUE TO PERSONS ACTUALLY ENTERING THE MEC PROPERTY OR SWAMP AND BECOMING EXPOSED.  ACCORDING
TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION PREPARED FOR THIS SITE, THE RELATIVELY LOW LEVELS OF PCBS
PRESENT IN THE SOILS OF THE STUDY AREA DO NOT SUBSTANTIATE HEALTH RELATED CLEAN-UP GOALS, UNDER
THE CURRENT USE CONDITIONS OF THE AREA.

AS STATED, UNDER CURRENT CONDITIONS OF THE MEC STUDY AREA THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT RISK TO PUBLIC
HEALTH.  HOWEVER, THERE IS A POTENTIAL FOR THESE CONDITIONS TO CHANGE IN THE FUTURE AND TO
PRESENT AN INCREASED RISK.  THE MEC INSTALLED TWO-3,000 GALLON UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON
THEIR PLANT PROPERTY TO STORE AND RECYCLE WASTE OILS.  ALTHOUGH THESE TANKS WERE NOT SAMPLED IN
THE RI, IT WAS DISCOVERED THAT OIL REMAINS IN THE TANKS.  BECAUSE OF THE POTENTIAL FOR THESE
TANKS TO DETERIORATE OVER TIME AND RELEASE POSSIBLE PCB-CONTAMINATED WASTE OIL, THESE TANKS
SHOULD BE REMOVED.  WASTE OILS RELEASED MAY BE TRANSPORTED TO THE SWAMP AREA THROUGH THE
ESTABLISHED DRAINAGE PATHWAYS OR TO THE SURFACE SOILS SURROUNDING THE TANKS AND, THUS, INCREASE
EXPOSURE POTENTIALS.

ADDITIONALLY, A SUB-SURFACE POCKET OF OIL IN THE SWAMP AREA WAS DISCOVERED DURING THE RI.  THE
OIL, WHICH CONTAINED 1500 PPM OF PCBS, MAY MIGRATE TO THE SURFACE SOILS OR INTO TANYARD BRANCH
VIA EROSION OR SEDIMENT/SOIL TRANSPORT.  THIS POCKET WAS DETERMINED TO BE LOCALIZED; HOWEVER,
THERE IS THE POTENTIAL FOR ADDITIONAL LOCALIZED OIL POCKETS TO BE PRESENT SINCE THE SAMPLING
EFFORT WAS CONDUCTED ON AN APPROXIMATE 75-FOOT GRID SYSTEM.  THE PRESENCE OF ADDITIONAL POCKETS
WOULD INCREASE THE POTENTIAL OF EXPOSURE.

PCB-CONTAMINATED SOILS IN THE SWAMP AREA MAY ALSO BE TRANSPORTED INTO TANYARD BRANCH VIA SURFACE
RUNOFF AND/OR EROSION.  THEREFORE, REMEDIATION OF THE SITE IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT THE POTENTIAL
FOR INCREASED EXPOSURE BY THIS ROUTE.

SEVERE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS HAVE BEEN SEEN AS A RESULT OF CONTAMINATION ORIGINATING FROM THE
MEC SITE.  THE VEGETATION IN THE SWAMP AREA IS STRESSED, AND PART OF THE AREA IS COMPLETELY
BARE.  IN 1981, TANYARD BRANCH WAS REPORTED TO BE COMPLETELY DEVOID OF AQUATIC LIFE DOWNSTREAM
FROM THE SITE.  TWO COMPONENTS OF THE SITE-RELATED CONTAMINATION COULD CONTRIBUTE TO THE EFFECTS
SEEN -- THE TRANSFORMER OILS AND PCBS.  THE PRESENCE OF OIL IN THE SOILS IS PROBABLY RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE VEGETATIVE STRESS AND LACK OF VEGETATION IN CERTAIN AREAS OF THE SWAMP, SINCE PCBS ARE
NOT PRESENT AT PHYTOTOXIC CONCENTRATIONS.  THE ACUTE AQUATIC EFFECTS SEEN IN THE PAST WERE
PROBABLY DUE TO THE OIL OVERFLOWS RATHER THAN THE PRESENCE OF PCBS IN THE OIL.  THE LOW
CONCENTRATIONS OF PCBS DETECTED TO DATE IN THE SEDIMENTS WOULD BE UNLIKELY TO RESULT IN WATER
COLUMN CONCENTRATIONS OF CONCERN.  REMEDIATION OF THE SITE WOULD BE NECESSARY TO RESTORE THE
VEGETATION IN THE SWAMP AND TO PROTECT AQUATIC LIFE DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE.

TECHNOLOGIES CONSIDERED

REMEDIAL RESPONSE TECHNOLOGIES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED TO ADDRESS THE CONTAMINATION PRESENT IN THE
STUDY AREA OF THE MEC SITE.  THESE TECHNOLOGIES INCLUDE PROCESSES FOR THE TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL



OF THE CONTAMINANTS.  TECHNOLOGIES WERE DIVIDED INTO BROAD CATEGORIES, WHICH ARE LISTED BELOW,
ACCORDING TO THEIR APPLICABILITY TO THE PROBLEM.  THE RESPONSE TECHNOLOGIES ARE PRESENTED IN
TABLE 5-1.

         - TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS

         - TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF WASTE OILS

         - TECHNOLOGIES FOR REMEDIATION OF STORAGE TANKS.

SEVERAL COMBINATIONS OF THESE TECHNOLOGIES WILL FORMULATE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES THAT
FULLY COMPLY WITH OTHER APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  FOR INSTANCE, AN ALTERNATIVE THAT
ADDRESSES THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE SOILS BY ONSITE INCINERATION, REMEDIATES THE WASTE OILS IN THE
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS AND IN THE SUBSURFACE OIL POCKET BY THE PCBX SYSTEM, AND REMOVES AND
DISPOSES OF THE STORAGE TANKS TO AN APPROVED LANDFILL WILL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA) AND THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA). 
DURING THE RI IT WAS ESTABLISHED THAT AIR QUALITY AT THE SITE WAS NOT AFFECTED BY THE
CONTAMINANTS PRESENT AND, THEREFORE, THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA) ARE NOT A
CONCERN.  SIMILARLY, IT WAS DETERMINED THAT THE GROUNDWATER OF THE STUDY AREA HAS NOT BEEN
IMPACTED AND, THUS, THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) IS ALSO NOT A CONCERN.

OTHER REGULATIONS THAT MAY APPLY ARE THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT) HAZARDOUS TRANSPORT
RULES FOR THE TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TO A TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL FACILITY AND THE
APPROPRIATE STATE AND/OR LOCAL REGULATIONS FOR THE ON-SITE OPERATION OF A TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL
FACILITY.

TECHNOLOGY SCREENING

THIS SECTION PRESENTS A SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED
SOILS ONLY.  BECAUSE OF THE BELIEVED LIMITED EXTENT OF WASTE OILS AT THE SITE, THE SCREENING OF
TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED OILS FOUND IN THE SUBSURFACE SWAMP
SOILS AND IN THE STORAGE TANKS WILL NOT BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FS GUIDANCE AND IS
NOT INCLUDED.  HOWEVER, IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT A TSCA-APPROVED TECHNOLOGY FOR TREATMENT OR
DISPOSAL OF WASTE OILS ENCOUNTERED DURING REMEDIATION WILL BE COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS,
EXCEPT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.  TECHNOLOGIES ASSOCIATED WITH STORAGE TANK REMEDIATION ARE
ALSO NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF THE CONSIDERATION OF ONLY ONE ALTERNATIVE FOR REMEDIATION -
EXCAVATION/REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL.

THE SCREENING OF SOIL TECHNOLOGIES WAS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE TO 40 CFR PART 300.68 (G).  MORE
SPECIFICALLY, THE SCREENING USED THE BROAD EVALUATION CRITERIA OF TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY, PUBLIC
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, AND COST.  BY PERFORMING THE SCREENING PROCESS BASED ON THE
ABOVE CRITERIA, THOSE TECHNOLOGIES THAT DID NOT PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH
AND ENVIRONMENT, OR COST SUBSTANTIALLY MORE THAN OTHER TECHNOLOGIES WITHOUT PROVIDING
SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER BENEFITS, WERE ELIMINATED.

TECHNOLOGIES ELIMINATED.  UPON COMPLETION OF THE TECHNOLOGIES SCREENING, TWO TECHNOLOGIES WERE
ELIMINATED.  THESE ARE:

                               - SURFACE CAPPING
                               - ONSITE SOLVENT EXTRACTION.

SURFACE CAPPING CAN BE AN EFFECTIVE METHOD FOR PREVENTING EROSIONAL TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINATION
AND DERMAL CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOILS. HOWEVER, THE SWAMP IS SITUATED WITHIN A 100-YEAR
FLOODPLAIN, AND OCCASIONAL FLOODING OF THE AREA WILL DECREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CAP.  IN



ADDITION, GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE FROM THE SWAMP IS A PREDOMINANT MEANS OF INFILTRATION TO TANYARD
BRANCH.  THIS WILL CAUSE EROSION OF SOIL BENEATH THE CAP AND POTENTIAL COLLAPSE OF THE CAP.  THE
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF SURFACE CAPPING IS RATED LOW DUE TO THIS AND TO THE POTENTIAL FOR
CONTINUED EROSION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS.  FURTHERMORE, SURFACE CAPPING WILL RESULT IN A
PERMANENT INCREASE IN SURFACE RUNOFF WHICH MUST BE HANDLED.  THEREFORE, THIS TECHNOLOGY HAS BEEN
ELIMINATED.

ATTEMPTS TO EXTRACT SOIL CONTAMINATION WITH SOLVENTS HAVE HAD MIXED RESULTS.  BECAUSE OF THIS
AND BECAUSE THERE IS NO LONG-TERM DATA FOR THE ON-SITE SOLVENT EXTRACTION PROCESS, ITS
EFFECTIVENESS AND RELIABILITY ARE RATED LOWER THAN PROCESSES FOR WHICH LONG-TERM OPERATING
RECORDS ARE AVAILABLE.  A BY-PRODUCT OF THIS PROCESS IS A WASTE SOLVENT WHICH WOULD CONTAIN HIGH
CONCENTRATIONS OF PCBS.  THE WASTE SOLVENT MUST BE FURTHER TREATED OR DISPOSED.  PRELIMINARY
INDICATIONS ARE THAT, DUE TO THE RELATIVELY LOW LEVELS OF PCBS PRESENT AT THIS SITE, SEVERAL
WASHINGS OF SOILS MAY BE NECESSARY TO OBTAIN THE DESIRED DECONTAMINATION, WHICH WOULD RESULT IN
SIGNIFICANT COST INCREASES. THE NUMBER OF WASHINGS CAN ONLY BE DETERMINED BY FIELD TESTING THE
ACTUAL SOILS.  THIS TECHNOLOGY IS NOT RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BASED ON THE ABOVE
DISCUSSION.

TECHNOLOGIES RETAINED.  UPON COMPLETION OF THE SCREENING OF TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE TREATMENT OR
DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, TWO TECHNOLOGIES WERE ELIMINATED.  THE RETAINED TECHNOLOGIES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 5-2 WILL BE COMBINED TO FORM REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES FOR A DETAILED
ANALYSIS.

REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

THE TECHNOLOGIES RETAINED AFTER THE TECHNOLOGY SCREENING PROCESS (TABLE 5-2) WERE COMBINED TO
FORM SEVEN REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.  COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES, EXCEPT THE NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE, ARE EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL OF THE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON THE MEC PROPERTY AND
REMEDIATION OF CONTAMINATED WASTE OILS.  THEREFORE, THESE COMPONENTS WILL NOT BE REPEATED IN THE
DISCUSSION OF EACH ALTERNATIVE.  THE SEVEN ALTERNATIVES ARE PRESENTED IN TABLE 5-3.

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

ANALYSIS CRITERIA.  IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES CONTINGENCY
PLAN (NCP), THE SEVEN ALTERNATIVES WERE ANALYZED BASED ON IMPORTANT COST AND NON-COST FACTORS,
SUCH AS PERFORMANCE, RELIABILITY, IMPLEMENTABILITY, INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS, AND PUBLIC
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS.  THESE ANALYSIS CRITERIA PROVIDE FOR THE DETERMINATION
OF THE MOST TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE, COST EFFECTIVE REMEDY THAT ADEQUATELY PROTECTS PUBLIC HEALTH,
WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

IN ADDITION TO CONSIDERING SUCH COST FACTORS AS CAPITAL AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, THE
RESULTS OF A SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS WERE ALSO CONSIDERED IN THE OVERALL COST OF EACH ALTERNATIVE. 
THE PURPOSE OF THE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS IS TO ASSESS THE EFFECT OF VARIATION IN SPECIFIC
ASSUMPTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE COST ESTIMATES OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES.  THE
SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS IS ESPECIALLY CONCERNED WITH FACTORS THAT COULD BRING SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
IN THE OVERALL COST WITH ONLY A SMALL VARIATION IN VALUE.  DETERMINATION OF A DISTINCT CLEANUP
GOAL FOR THE MEC SITE IS CONSIDERED TO BE THE MOST SENSITIVE FACTOR AFFECTING COSTS OF THE
VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES.  THE ESTIMATED SOIL VOLUME REQUIRING TREATMENT IS DEPENDENT ON THE LEVEL
OF CONTAMINATION CLEANUP ACHIEVED.  FOR CLEANUP LEVELS OF 10, 20, 30, AND 50 MG/KG OF PCB, THE
ESTIMATED SOIL VOLUME REQUIRING TREATMENT IS PRESENTED IN TABLE 5-4. COST ESTIMATES FOR EACH OF
THE ALTERNATIVES ARE PRESENTED FOR EACH OF THE FOUR CLEANUP LEVELS IN TABLE 5-5.

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED FROM THE RETAINED RESPONSE
TECHNOLOGIES TO ADDRESS THE CONDITIONS AT THE MEC SITE STUDY AREA HAVE BEEN ANALYZED ACCORDING



TO THE CRITERIA MENTIONED ABOVE.  THE RESULTS OF THIS ANALYSIS ARE SHOWN IN TABLE 5-6.  THE
ALTERNATIVES ARE DISCUSSED BELOW.

        - ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION:  THIS ALTERNATIVE IMPLIES THAT THERE IS NO THREAT POSED BY
          THE CONTAMINANTS PRESENT AT THE MEC SITE AND THAT NO REMEDIAL ACTION WILL BE
          IMPLEMENTED.  CONTAMINATED SOILS WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE AND CONTINUE TO BE A MEANS OF
          ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC EXPOSURE BY EROSION OF CONTAMINANTS ABOVE ACCEPTABLE LEVELS
          INTO TANYARD BRANCH AND THE ACCESSIBILITY OF CONTAMINATED SOILS TO DERMAL CONTACT. 
          RUNON WOULD NOT BE DIVERTED AROUND THE SWAMP AREA, CAUSING DRAINAGE FROM THE
          SURROUNDING WATERSHED TO CONTINUE TO AID EROSION AND CONTAMINANT TRANSPORT FROM THE
          SWAMP.  ALSO, THE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE AND SERVE AS A
          POTENTIAL THREAT OF FUTURE RELEASE OF PCB-CONTAMINATED OIL INTO THE ENVIRONMENT BY THE
          DETERIORATION OF THE TANK.  THIS ALTERNATIVE HAS BEEN CONSIDERED UNDER THE MANDATES OF
          THE NCP, HOWEVER, BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RI AND THE ABOVE DISCUSSION, THIS
          ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT MEET THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES.

        - ALTERNATIVE 2 - SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION:  THIS ALTERNATIVE CONSISTS OF SITE DRAINAGE
          DIVERSION AND SITE RESTORATION, IN ADDITION TO THE COMPONENTS COMMON TO ALL
          ALTERNATIVES.  THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAIN ANY SPECIFIED CLEANUP GOAL.  HOWEVER,
          PREVENTION OF FURTHER SPREADING OF CONTAMINATION IS ACHIEVED BY REMOVAL OF THE
          UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS, TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF WASTE OIL, SITE DRAINAGE
          DIVERSION, AND SITE RESTORATION (REVEGETATION). THESE PREVENTATIVE MEASURES ARE
          PERMANENT AND WILL REDUCE SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM THREATS TO NEARBY COMMUNITIES AND
          LIMIT THE AREA OF PCB RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS OF DERMAL
          CONTACT AND INCIDENTAL INGESTION ARE PREVENTED BY A VEGETATIVE BARRIER BETWEEN THE
          CONTAMINATED SOILS AND PERSONS ENTERING THE SITE.  REVEGETATION AND DRAINAGE DIVERSION
          WILL PREVENT CONTAMINANT MIGRATION VIA EROSION.  HOWEVER, THE SWAMP AREA IS LOCATED
          WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN AND DIVERTING DRAINAGE AROUND THIS AREA MAY RESULT IN
          MINIMAL ALTERATION OF SWAMP VEGETATION OR SHAPE OF THE FLOODPLAIN.

        - ALTERNATIVE 3 - OFFSITE DISPOSAL:  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION,
          EXCAVATION, OFFSITE HAULING, OFFSITE DISPOSAL, AND SITE RESTORATION.  SPECIFICALLY,
          THIS ALTERNATIVE REMOVES CONTAMINATION ABOVE A SPECIFIED CLEANUP LEVEL TO AN APPROVED
          HAZARDOUS WASTE FACILITY, AND THEREFORE, IS HIGHLY EFFECTIVE IN MEETING CLEANUP GOALS
          AT THE MEC SITE.  THE REMEDIATION IS PERMANENT FOR THE EXISTING SITE; THE RELIABILITY
          IS RATED HIGH, AS OFFSITE DISPOSAL IS A SIMPLE AND PROVEN TECHNOLOGY.  SINCE THIS
          ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT INVOLVE INSTALLATION OF SOPHISTICATED AND COMPLEX TREATMENT
          SYSTEMS ONSITE, IT IS CONSIDERED RELATIVELY EASY TO IMPLEMENT.  OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF
          CONTAMINANTS ELIMINATES THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE AND CONTAMINANT MIGRATION AT THE
          EXISTING SITE.  TRANSPORTATION OF THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS WILL RESULT IN A SMALL RISK
          TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT ALONG THE TRANSPORTATION ROUTE.

        - ALTERNATIVE 4 - OFFSITE INCINERATION:  THIS REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES SITE
          DRAINAGE DIVERSION, EXCAVATION, OFFSITE HAULING, OFFSITE INCINERATION, AND SITE
          RESTORATION.  TWO OFFSITE INCINERATION TECHNOLOGIES ARE BEING CONSIDERED.  THE FIRST
          CONSISTS OF TRANSPORTATION AND INCINERATION AT THE ROTARY KILN FACILITY IN EL DORADO,
          ARKANSAS.  THE SECOND CONSISTS OF INCINERATION AT ANOTHER EPA SITE WHERE A MOBILE
          INFRARED INCINERATION SYSTEM WILL BE IN USE.

          DUE TO THE SUCCESS OF TEST BURNS AND FULL SCALE OPERATIONS, INCINERATION IS CONSIDERED
          A TECHNICALLY RELIABLE AND EFFECTIVE METHOD FOR DESTROYING PCB IN CONTAMINATED SOILS,
          THEREBY PREVENTING FUTURE EXPOSURES AND MIGRATION AT THE EXISTING SITE AND THE
          INCINERATION SITE.  THEREFORE, THIS ALTERNATIVE IS RATED MORE EFFECTIVE THAN
          ALTERNATIVES WHICH STORE CONTAMINATION. OFFSITE INCINERATION HAS A HIGH POTENTIAL FOR



          PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISK REDUCTION SINCE THE PROCESS RESULTS IN THE
          DESTRUCTION OF PCB CONTAMINANTS.  THERE IS A SMALL RISK TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE
          ENVIRONMENT ASSOCIATED WITH THE EXCAVATION AND TRANSPORTATION OF CONTAMINANTS.

        - ALTERNATIVE 5 - ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION:  THIS ALTERNATIVE CONSISTS OF
          SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION, EXCAVATION, ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION, AND SITE
          RESTORATION.  THE PURPOSE OF SOLIDIFICATION IS TO TRANSFORM THE HAZARDOUS WASTE INTO A
          PHYSICAL FORM (MONOLITHIC BLOCK) WHICH IS MORE SUITABLE FOR ON-SITE STORAGE AND
          REDUCES WATER PERMEABILITY INTO THE WASTE.  THE SOLIDIFIED MATRIX ACTS AS A BARRIER
          BETWEEN THE WASTE PARTICLES AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  EROSION CONTROL IS REQUIRED FOR THIS
          TECHNOLOGY.  SINCE THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD STORE CONTAMINANTS PERMANENTLY ONSITE, IT IS
          CONSIDERED LESS EFFECTIVE THAN TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL.  SOLIDIFICATION IS NOT
          MECHANICALLY COMPLEX; HOWEVER, SIGNIFICANT MATERIAL TESTING AND MONITORING WOULD BE
          REQUIRED DURING DESIGN TO ASSURE THAT CONTAMINANTS WILL NOT LEACH FROM THE SOLIDIFIED
          MATRIX.  FUTURE FAILURE OF THE CEMENT BOND BY MECHANICAL OR CHEMICAL SOURCES COULD
          CAUSE A MINOR RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS.  MEETING THE TECHNICAL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS
          FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE MAY BE EXTENSIVE DUE TO STORAGE OF CONTAMINANTS AND
          SOLIDIFICATION OF SOILS IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.

        - ALTERNATIVE 6 - ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION:  SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION,
          EXCAVATION, ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION, AND SITE RESTORATION COMPRISE THIS
          ALTERNATIVE.  THE PURPOSE OF CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION IS TO LIMIT THE LEACHABILITY OF
          THE TOXIC MATERIALS BY PHYSICALLY KEEPING WATER FROM CONTACTING THE CONTAMINATED
          MATERIAL.  THIS IS DONE BY SEALING OFF CONTAMINATED AREAS WITH IMPERMEABLE LINERS AND
          IS CONSIDERED TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE.  HOWEVER, THIS OPTION IS CONSIDERED STORAGE, AND
          THEREFORE, IS LESS EFFECTIVE THAN TECHNOLOGIES WHICH FIX, REMOVE, OR TREAT
          CONTAMINATION.  TO ASSURE RELIABILITY, A MONITORING SCHEDULE MUST BE MAINTAINED AND
          THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF SYNTHETIC LINERS AND THE SURFACE CAP MUST BE FREQUENTLY
          VERIFIED.  MEETING THE TECHNICAL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS MAY BE EXTENSIVE DUE TO THE
          STORAGE OF CONTAMINANTS IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN.

          PUBLIC HEALTH RISK IS REDUCED THROUGH PROVISION OF A BARRIER TO EXPOSURE AND MIGRATION
          OF CONTAMINANTS.  ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH CONTAMINATION ARE TRADED FOR
          PERMANENT EFFECTS ON SITE VEGETATION AND RUNOFF.  SINCE NO MATERIAL IS 100 PERCENT
          IMPERMEABLE, THE LEVEL OF RISK REDUCTION MAY NOT BE COMPLETE. THE DEGREE OF RISK
          REDUCTION IS PROPORTIONAL TO THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROCESS.

        - ALTERNATIVE 7 - ONSITE INCINERATION:  THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES SITE DRAINAGE
          DIVERSION, EXCAVATION, ONSITE INCINERATION, AND SITE RESTORATION.  DUE TO THE SUCCESS
          OF TEST BURNS AND FULL SCALE OPERATIONS, THIS OPTION IS A RELIABLE AND EFFECTIVE
          METHOD FOR DESTROYING PCB FOUND IN SOILS AND CONTAMINATED OILS.  TWO SYSTEMS ARE BEING
          CONSIDERED - A ROTARY KILN-TYPE INCINERATOR AND AN INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR. THERE IS
          A SMALL INCREMENTAL RISK ASSOCIATED WITH THE HANDLING OF INCINERATOR SLUDGE AND
          SCRUBBER WASTES.  THIS INCREASE WOULD ONLY AFFECT THE INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED WITH THE
          ULTIMATE DISPOSAL OF THE WASTE, HOWEVER.  LOCAL OPPOSITION TO INCINERATION MAY MAKE
          LOCAL ACCEPTANCE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE DIFFICULT.  HOWEVER, THERE DOES NOT APPEAR TO BE
          ANY FEDERAL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS THAT WOULD PROHIBIT USE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IF
          PROPERLY IMPLEMENTED.

          PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISK IS REDUCED BY DESTRUCTION OF CONTAMINANTS
          EXCEEDING THE CLEANUP GOAL.  ONSITE INCINERATION ELIMINATES THE TRANSPORTATION RISK
          ASSOCIATED WITH OFFSITE INCINERATION WHILE PROVIDING THE SAME EFFECTIVE AND PERMANENT
          TREATMENT.



#CR
VI. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

IDENTIFIABLE COMMUNITY CONCERNS REGARDING THE MEC SITE HAVE BEEN LIMITED.  PUBLIC REACTION TO
THE EPA ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE CWA SECTION 311 ACTION IN 1981 CAN BE DIVIDED INTO THREE
CATEGORIES:

           - RESIDENTS LIVING NEAR THE SITE, OR DOWNSTREAM OF THE CONTAMINATED SWAMP AREA, WHO
             WERE CONCERNED ABOUT HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH POSSIBLE PCB EXPOSURE.
           - CITIZENS WHO DOWNPLAYED THE CONTAMINATION PROBLEM AND TENDED TO VIEW EPA'S PRESENCE
             AT THE SITE AS A TYPICAL EXAMPLE OF UNNECESSARY GOVERNMENT SPENDING.
           - OTHER MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY WHO FOLLOWED PRESS COVERAGE OF THE SITE, BUT DID NOT
             FEEL STRONGLY ONE WAY OR ANOTHER ABOUT THE SITE.

OWNERS OF THE SWAMP AREA TOOK AN ACTIVE INTEREST IN EPA'S SITE ACTIVITIES.  PROPERTY OWNER BOYD
FOSTER INFORMED EPA IN JULY 1981 THAT HE WANTED AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND CORPS OF
ENGINEERS PERMIT ISSUED BEFORE THE CWA SECTION 311 ACTIVITIES WERE INITIATED AT THE SITE.  AT
THAT TIME, FOSTER STATED THAT HE WOULD NOT GRANT EPA SITE ACCESS UNLESS THESE DEMANDS WERE MET. 
AFTER CONVERSATIONS WITH EPA LEGAL STAFF MEMBERS REGARDING CWA REQUIREMENTS, HOWEVER, FOSTER AND
HIS PARTNER ERASTUS TALBERT AGREED TO LET EPA GO AHEAD WITH ITS PLANS TO EXCAVATE, DIVERT,
DITCH, AND BACKFILL THE SWAMP AREA.

PRESS COVERAGE DURING 1981 OF EPA AND ADEM ACTIVITIES AT THE MEC SITE WAS FAIRLY EXTENSIVE. 
BOTH THE BIRMINGHAM NEWS AND THE MONTGOMERY ADVERTISER CARRIED STORIES ABOUT EPA'S SITE PLANS
AND PROVISIONS FOR FINANCING THE CLEANUP ACTION.  THE GREENVILLE ADVOCATE ALSO COVERED INITIAL
SITE ACTIVITIES, BUT EVENTUALLY STOPPED GIVING THE SITE MUCH ATTENTION BECAUSE ITS EDITORS FELT
THAT EPA WAS "PLAYING TOWARD THE MONTGOMERY AND BIRMINGHAM PRESS" AND IGNORING THE LOCAL MEDIA.
ACCORDING TO GENE HARDEN OF THE ADVOCATE, THE LOCAL NEWSPAPER WAS TIRED OF FINDING OUT ABOUT THE
SITE ACTIVITIES BY READING THE BIRMINGHAM AND MONTGOMERY NEWSPAPERS.  DURING 1981, EPA OFFICIALS
PARTICIPATED IN A CALL-IN RADIO TALK SHOW ON SKIN, THE LOCAL GREENVILLE RADIO STATION. EPA
OFFICIALS RESPONDED TO NUMEROUS QUESTIONS FROM AREA RESIDENTS DURING THE TALK SHOW, WITH THE
MAJORITY OF QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO DANGERS OF PCB CONTAMINATION AND EPA'S PLANS FOR THE SITE.

SEVERAL COMMUNITY CONCERNS EXISTED FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THE 1981 ACTIVITIES.  AREA RESIDENTS
WERE LEFT WITH THE IMPRESSION THAT NO FURTHER CONTAMINATION WOULD BE PRESENT AT THE SITE. 
THEREFORE, MANY FELT THAT NO FURTHER RESPONSE ACTIVITIES WERE NECESSARY.  ADDITIONALLY, AREA
RESIDENTS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS DO NOT FEEL THAT THEY WERE ADEQUATELY INFORMED ABOUT THE SITE
DEVELOPMENTS DURING RESPONSE ACTIVITIES IN 1981. RED ETHERIDGE, MAYOR OF GREENVILLE DURING THE
1981 ACTION, STATED THAT MOST OF HIS INFORMATION ABOUT SITE ACTIVITIES CAME FROM HIS OWN
CONTACTS IN THE STATE GOVERNMENT.

GENE HARDEN OF THE GREENVILLE ADVOCATE CLAIMED THAT HIS STAFF FELT EPA WAS MORE CONCERNED WITH
MEDIA REPRESENTATIVES IN BIRMINGHAM AND MONTGOMERY THAN THE LOCAL PRESS.  LASTLY, MANY CITIZENS
DID NOT FEEL THE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES TAKEN IN 1981 WERE WARRANTED.  THESE SENTIMENTS WERE
COMBINED WITH WHAT LOCAL OFFICIALS CALL A TENDENCY TO VIEW THE PRESENCE OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS AND
CONTRACTORS AS "A NUISANCE" AND, GENERALLY SPEAKING, A WASTE OF TAXPAYERS' MONEY.

WITH THESE THOUGHTS IN MIND, COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED DURING THE RI/FS WERE
DIRECTED AT KEEPING STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS INFORMED OF ACTIVITIES BEING PERFORMED BY EPA;
INFORMING AREA RESIDENTS, LOCAL NEWS MEDIA, AND OTHER INTERESTED CITIZENS OF THE PROGRESS AND
RESULTS OF THE RI/FS; PROVIDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE CITIZENS TO COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED FIELD
WORK, SITE DOCUMENTS, AND REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES; AND ESTABLISHING A PUBLIC REPOSITORY FOR ALL
SITE INFORMATION.



TO CARRY OUT THE OBJECTIVES STATED ABOVE, AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY WAS ESTABLISHED IN AUGUST
1985 AT THE GREENVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY TO HOUSE ALL SITE INFORMATION AND DOCUMENTS.  THIS
REPOSITORY IS AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC DURING THE NORMAL WORKING HOURS OF THE LIBRARY.

FOUR FACT SHEETS WERE MAILED TO CITIZENS ON THE MEC MAILING LIST AT CRITICAL POINTS DURING THE
RI/FS:  BEFORE THE PUBLIC MEETING CONDUCTED TO PRESENT THE WORK PLAN; AFTER THE RI FIELD WORK
WAS COMPLETED; AFTER THE LABORATORY ANALYTICAL RESULTS WERE RECEIVED; AND BEFORE THE FS PUBLIC
MEETING.

FREQUENT TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS WERE HELD WITH THE PRPS FOR THE SITE, THE MAYOR OF GREENVILLE,
AND ADEM TO PROVIDE CURRENT SITE INFORMATION AND UPDATE THE STATUS OF THE SITE ACTIVITIES.

ONE ANONYMOUS LETTER WAS RECEIVED BY EPA DURING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE RI/FS.  THIS LETTER WAS
SIGNED "A CONCERNED CITIZEN OF GREENVILLE" AND EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER THE POTENTIAL FOR DIOXIN
TO BE PRESENT IN THE SWAMP AREA AND FOR WIDESPREAD USE OF MEC OIL FOR THE CONTROL OF DUST,
TERMITES, WEEDS AND MOSQUITOES IN THE GREENVILLE AREA.  THE RI DETERMINED THAT DIOXIN IS NOT
PRESENT IN THE SOILS OF THE SWAMP, AND THESE RESULTS WERE REPORTED TO THE CITIZENS.

AS MENTIONED ABOVE, TWO PUBLIC MEETINGS WERE HELD TO DISSEMINATE INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC.  THE
FIRST WAS HELD ON AUGUST 27, 1985 FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPLAINING TO THE PUBLIC WHY FURTHER
RESPONSE ACTIONS ARE NECESSARY FOR THE SITE, PRESENTING THE WORK PLAN THAT DESCRIBES THE
PROPOSED FIELD ACTIVITIES, AND SOLICITING PUBLIC INPUT ON THE PROPOSED ACTIONS.  ALL COMMENTS
RECEIVED WERE RESPONDED TO.  THE SECOND MEETING WAS HELD AT THE COMPLETION OF THE DRAFT RI/FS
REPORT.  TWO WEEKS PRIOR TO THE MEETING, THIS DOCUMENT WAS PLACED IN THE MEC INFORMATION
REPOSITORY AND A FACT SHEET WAS MAILED TO THE MAILING LIST.  THE MEETING WAS HELD ON AUGUST 12,
1986 AT THE BEELAND PARK COMMUNITY CENTER.  THE RESULTS OF THE RI AND ALL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
UNDER CONSIDERATION WERE PRESENTED TO RECEIVE COMMENTS.  THIS MARKED THE BEGINNING OF A FORMAL
3-WEEK PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

DURING THIS PUBLIC MEETING, COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED PERTAINING TO THE ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED, THE
COST OF THE RI/FS, AND THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE CERCLA REAUTHORIZATION AND FUNDING FOR THE MEC
REMEDY.  THE OVERALL FEELING OF THE CITIZENS PRESENT WAS THAT EPA HAS SPENT TOO MUCH MONEY ON
THIS SITE, AND THEY SUPPORTED NO-ACTION (ALTERNATIVE 1) OR LIMITED ACTION (ALTERNATIVE 2).

ONLY ONE WRITTEN COMMENT WAS RECEIVED DURING THE 3-WEEK PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WHICH CONCLUDED ON
SEPTEMBER 2, 1986.  THE WRITER EXPRESSED THE OPINION THAT MOST OF THE CITIZENS WHO ATTENDED THE
PUBLIC MEETING FAVOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.  THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS ATTACHED AS
APPENDIX A.

#OEL
VII. CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

IN SELECTING REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES, PRIMARY CONSIDERATION MUST BE GRANTED TO REMEDIES
THAT ACHIEVE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARDS. 
FOR THE MEC SITE, SUCH LAWS AND GUIDELINES INCLUDE:

         - TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA)
         - DOT HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRANSPORT RULES
         - RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)
         - CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA)
         - CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA).

SPECIFICALLY, CONTAMINATED SOILS, WASTE OILS, AND THE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS REMOVED FROM THE
MEC STUDY AREA WOULD BE DISPOSED IN A TSCA-APPROVED WASTE FACILITY.  THE LEVEL OF PCBS THAT



REMAIN IN THE ONSITE SOILS AFTER EXCAVATION WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED TSCA
REGULATIONS.  SIMILARLY, FOR INCINERATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, THE REQUIREMENTS OF TSCA THAT
PERTAIN TO INCINERATION OF PCBS WOULD BE MET.

FOR THE ALTERNATIVES WHICH INCLUDE TRANSPORTATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND WASTE OILS, THE DOT
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRANSPORT RULES REQUIRE THAT THE PROPER LABELING AND SAFETY REQUIREMENTS BE
IMPLEMENTED.

PCBS ARE NOT CURRENTLY LISTED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE UNDER THE RCRA REGULATIONS AND, THEREFORE,
THERE ARE NO REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA THAT ARE APPLICABLE TO THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE
SELECTED FOR THIS SITE.  HOWEVER, IF THE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION OR ENCAPSULATION
ALTERNATIVE IS SELECTED FOR SITE REMEDIATION, WE SHOULD COMPLY WITH THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS FOR
CLOSING WASTES IN PLACE, AS THE REQUIREMENTS MAY BE RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE.  SINCE THE SWAMP
AREA IS SITUATED IN A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN, FLOODPROOFING REQUIREMENTS FOR CLOSING WASTES IN
PLACE SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT WHEN DESIGNING THE REMEDY.

DURING THE INCINERATION OF PCB-CONTAMINATED SOILS, AIR QUALITY MONITORING MUST BE PERFORMED TO
ENSURE THAT THE EMISSIONS FROM THE INCINERATION PROCESS DO NOT EXCEED APPLICABLE STANDARDS
SPECIFIED IN THE CAA.  A QUALITY ASSURANCE/QUALITY CONTROL PLAN THAT WILL SPECIFY THE STANDARDS
THAT MUST BE ADHERED TO AND THE EMISSIONS MONITORING METHOD EMPLOYED WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING
THE DETAILED DESIGN OF THE REMEDY.

FINALLY, THE CWA SETS FORTH WATER QUALITY CRITERIA THAT HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED TO PROTECT
FRESHWATER AQUATIC LIFE.  IN ORDER TO ENSURE THAT THE CRITERIA FOR PCBS IN SURFACE WATER IS NOT
EXCEEDED BY EROSION/SEDIMENT TRANSPORT OF CONTAMINATED SOILS FROM THE SWAMP AREA AND DISSOLUTION
OF PCBS FROM THE SEDIMENTS TO THE SURFACE WATER, THE CONTAMINATED SOILS WILL BE REMOVED FROM THE
SWAMP AREA TO A LEVEL ADEQUATE TO PROTECT AQUATIC LIFE IN TANYARD BRANCH.

IN 1986, THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE CONDUCTED A SURVEY OF DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR TRUST
RESPONSIBILITIES FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AT THE MEC SITE.  THIS SURVEY FOLLOWED A PRELIMINARY
SURVEY CONDUCTED IN 1985 AND VERIFIED ITS CONCLUSIONS.  IT WAS CONCLUDED THAT NO RESOURCES UNDER
THE TRUSTEESHIP OF THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ARE KNOWN TO OCCUR IN ANY AREA THAT COULD
BE AFFECTED BY PCBS DISCHARGED FROM THE MEC.

TABLE 7-1 ILLUSTRATES THE APPLICABILITY AND COMPLIANCE OF EACH REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE
CONSIDERED WITH THE VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND GUIDELINES.

#RA
VIII. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDED FOR THE MEC SITE IS EXCAVATION OF SOILS CONTAMINATED
ABOVE 25 PPM PCBS FROM THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA AND THE TRANSFORMER PROCESSING AREA AND EITHER
ONSITE OR OFFSITE INCINERATION USING AN INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR.  THE ALTERNATIVE WILL ALSO
INCLUDE SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION, STORAGE TANK REMOVAL, REMEDIATION OF WASTE OILS ENCOUNTERED IN
THE SWAMP AREA AND IN THE STORAGE TANKS, AND SITE RESTORATION (ALTERNATIVE 4 OR 7). THERE ARE
SEVERAL UNKNOWN OPERATING DETAILS OF THE INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR THAT NEED TO BE SPECIFIED IN
THE DETAILED DESIGN OF THE REMEDY.  IF THESE DETAILS PROVE THIS TYPE OF INCINERATION
UNSATISFACTORY, STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION OF THE CONTAMINATED SOILS ABOVE 25 PPM PCBS WILL BE
THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE, ALONG WITH THE OTHER COMPONENTS DESCRIBED ABOVE (ALTERNATIVE 5).

INCINERATION OF PCB-CONTAMINATED SOILS USING THE INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR IS THE PREFERRED
METHOD FOR SOIL REMEDIATION.  THIS METHOD ALLOWS FOR COMPLETE DESTRUCTION OF PCBS IN THE SOIL,
RESULTING IN MAXIMUM RISK REDUCTION, THEREBY BEING A PERMANENT, COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTION.  THE
INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR OPERATES WITHOUT THE INTAKE AIR AND FUEL REQUIREMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH



THE ROTARY KILN-TYPE INCINERATOR. CONSEQUENTLY, AIR HANDLING STACKS AND SCRUBBERS CAN BE
REDUCED, AND AIR EMISSIONS FROM THE BURNING OF FUEL ARE ELIMINATED.  FROM PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES,
THIS METHOD IS MORE COST-EFFECTIVE THAN THE ROTARY KILN-TYPE AND APPEARS TO BE AN EFFECTIVE
METHOD FOR THE LEVEL OF PCBS PRESENT AT THE MEC SITE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE ALSO WOULD NOT REQUIRE
LONG-TERM OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) MEASURES AND WILL NOT CREATE THE UNCERTAINTIES
ASSOCIATED WITH OFFSITE DISPOSAL OR IN-SITU CONTAINMENT (ENCAPSULATION).

AS MENTIONED, SEVERAL OPERATING DETAILS OF THE INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR ARE AS YET UNKNOWN. 
THESE PARAMETERS INCLUDE COST, ACCEPTANCE OF THE CONTAMINATED SOILS AT AN OFFSITE LOCATION, AND
THE ABILITY OF THE INCINERATOR TO MEET THE TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS OF THE TSCA PERMIT.

STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION HAS BEEN RETAINED, THEREFORE, AS A RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE SHOULD
THE INFRARED-TYPE INCINERATOR PROVE TO BE UNSATISFACTORY.  THIS METHOD WOULD ENTAIL SOLIDIFYING
(FIXING) THE CONTAMINATED SOILS INTO A PERMANENT MATRIX FOR PLACEMENT AND STORAGE IN THE SWAMP
AREA.  THIS METHOD HAS BEEN PROVEN EFFECTIVE AS A PERMANENT SOLUTION THAT LIMITS THE SOLUBILITY,
TOXICITY, AND MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS.  THIS IS A COST-EFFECTIVE METHOD BUT, DUE TO THE
UNCERTAINTIES ASSOCIATED WITH LONG-TERM MONITORING TO ENSURE THAT NO CONTAMINANTS ARE LEACHING
INTO THE ENVIRONMENT, THIS ALTERNATIVE IS NOT AS EFFECTIVE AS INCINERATION AND SHOULD ONLY BE
IMPLEMENTED IF INCINERATION IS NOT FEASIBLE.  STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION IS SELECTED OVER
ENCAPSULATION (ALTERNATIVE 6), WHICH IS ALSO A COST-EFFECTIVE METHOD THAT STORES CONTAMINANTS
ONSITE, BECAUSE ENCAPSULATION DOES NOT PERMANENTLY FIX THE CONTAMINANTS AS SOLIDIFICATION DOES. 
ENCAPSULATION ENCLOSES THE WASTE WITH A LINER THAT REQUIRES EXTENSIVE LONG-TERM MONITORING AND
LINER MAINTENANCE TO MAINTAIN ITS INTEGRITY.

THE CLEANUP LEVEL OF 25 PPM PCBS HAS BEEN CHOSEN FOR THE CONTAMINATED SOILS IN THE MEC STUDY
AREA TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE PROPOSED TSCA REGULATIONS.  THESE REGULATIONS REQUIRE THAT SOILS
IN AN INDUSTRIAL AREA THAT HAVE EXPERIENCED PREVIOUS PCB-CONTAMINATED OIL SPILLS BE REMEDIATED
TO A LEVEL OF 25 PPM OF PCBS.  FOR THIS SITE, REMEDIATING THE SOILS TO A 25 PPM PCB LEVEL IS
FEASIBLE AND WILL RESULT IN ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

IN CONTRAST, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 1) OR THE LIMITED ACTION OF THE SITE
DRAINAGE DIVERSION ALTERNATIVE (ALTERNATIVE 2) DO NOT REQUIRE REMEDIATION OF THE CONTAMINATED
SOILS IN THE STUDY AREA. CONTAMINATED SOILS WOULD REMAIN ONSITE AND CONTINUE TO BE A THREAT TO
PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  FOR THIS REASON, THESE ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT RECOMMENDED FOR
REMEDIATION AT THIS SITE.  ALTERNATIVE 3, OFFSITE DISPOSAL, IS ALSO NOT RECOMMENDED FOR
REMEDIATION OF THIS SITE. THIS ALTERNATIVE REMOVES CONTAMINATED SOILS ABOVE THE 25 PPM CLEANUP
LEVEL TO AN APPROVED WASTE FACILITY, AND THEREFORE, IS HIGHLY EFFECTIVE IN MEETING THE PUBLIC
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES AT THE SITE. THIS REMEDY IS PERMANENT FOR THE EXISTING SITE;
HOWEVER, CONTAMINANTS ARE NOT DESTROYED OR DETOXIFIED - MERELY TRANSPORTED FROM ONE SITE TO
ANOTHER.  THE ALTERNATIVE IS ALSO NOT COST-EFFECTIVE IN COMPARISON WITH THE RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE.

AS MENTIONED ABOVE, IN ADDITION TO THE RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REMEDIATING CONTAMINATED SOILS,
SEVERAL OTHER COMPONENTS COMPRISE THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.  SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION WILL
CONSIST OF A DIVERSION CHANNEL AND GRASSED WATERWAY WITH A STONE CENTER FOR PERMANENT DIVERSION
OF SURFACE WATER RUNON AROUND THE CONTAMINATED SWAMP AREA. DRAINAGE DIVERSION IS NECESSARY TO
PREVENT CONTINUED EROSION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS FROM THE SWAMP AREA TO TANYARD BRANCH. THE
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON THE MEC PROPERTY WILL BE EXCAVATED, REMOVED, AND DISPOSED IN AN
APPROVED WASTE FACILITY.  THIS WILL PREVENT ANY FUTURE RELEASE OF PCB-CONTAMINATED OIL INTO THE
ENVIRONMENT FROM THE DETERIORATION OF THE TANKS.  ANY WASTE OILS FOUND IN THE TANKS WILL BE
COLLECTED, ANALYZED FOR PCBS, AND TREATED OR DISPOSED ACCORDING TO TSCA REGULATIONS.  SIMILARLY,
THE POCKET OF OIL DISCOVERED IN THE SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA WILL BE COLLECTED, ANALYZED, AND TREATED
OR DISPOSED.  ANY ADDITIONAL OILS ENCOUNTERED DURING REMEDIATION OF THE SWAMP AREA WILL BE
HANDLED IN THE SAME MANNER.



UPON COMPLETION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION IMPLEMENTATION, THE SITE WILL BE RESTORED.  THIS WILL
CONSIST OF BACKFILLING, GRADING, REVEGETATING, AND FERTILIZING THE SWAMP AREA AND BACKFILLING
AND GRADING THE AREA OF THE STORAGE TANK REMOVAL.  IN ADDITION TO THIS, THE ABANDONED ONSITE
CITY SUPPLY WELL WILL BE PROPERLY CLOSED ACCORDING TO ADEM WELL CLOSURE REGULATIONS.  ALTHOUGH
NO CONTAMINATION WAS FOUND IN THE AREA OF THIS WELL OR IN THE GROUNDWATER, PROPER CLOSURE OF THE
WELL WILL ENSURE THAT CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY MIGRATE TO THIS AREA VIA EROSION/SEDIMENT TRANSPORT
DO NOT MIGRATE DOWN THE WELL CASING AND CONTAMINATE THE PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY.  ADDITIONAL
CONTROLS, SUCH AS FENCING THE AREA OR LAND USE RESTRICTIONS WILL BE IDENTIFIED DURING THE
DETAILED DESIGN OF THIS REMEDY, IF NECESSARY.

O&M REQUIREMENTS FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE CONSIST OF MAINTENANCE OF THE DRAINAGE
DIVERSION DITCH AND THE REVEGETATED AREA.  IF STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION IS IMPLEMENTED, O&M
ACTIVITIES WILL ALSO INCLUDE MAINTENANCE OF THE SOLIDIFIED MATRIX AND LONG-TERM MONITORING TO
ENSURE THAT THE CONTAMINANTS ARE NOT LEACHING FROM THE MATRIX.

THE ESTIMATED COST OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES, WHICH INCLUDE SOIL CLEANUP TO 25 PPM PCBS,
PLUS THE ESTIMATED COST FOR O&M ARE AS FOLLOWS:

    ALTERNATIVE 4:  OFFSITE INCINERATION         - $1.2 MILLION TO $2.0
                                                 MILLION
    ALTERNATIVE 7:  ONSITE INCINERATION          - $1.1 MILLION TO $1.8
                                                 MILLION
    ALTERNATIVE 5:  STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION - $0.75 MILLION.

ACCORDING TO 40 CFR PART 300.68(I), THE APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF REMEDY SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE
LEAD AGENCY'S SELECTION OF A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WHICH EFFECTIVELY MITIGATES AND
MINIMIZES THREATS TO AND PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE
ENVIRONMENT.  THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES ARE COST-EFFECTIVE WHILE PROVIDING COMPLETE
DESTRUCTION OF THE CONTAMINANTS OR PERMANENT FIXATION OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN A MATRIX, AND THUS,
RESULT IN MAXIMUM RISK REDUCTION TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS DOCUMENT THAT COULD BE IMPLEMENTED AT A LOWER COST DO NOT
PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  OTHER ALTERNATIVES
MAY MEET THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL OBJECTIVES BUT DO SO AT A HIGHER COST.

#OM
IX. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES CONSISTS OF MAINTENANCE OF THE
REVEGETATED AREA AND OF THE DRAINAGE DIVERSION DITCH AND, IF APPLICABLE, MAINTENANCE AND
LONG-TERM MONITORING OF THE SOLIDIFIED MATRIX.

TO ENSURE THAT THE REVEGETATION EFFORTS OF THE REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES ARE SUCCESSFUL AND
VEGETATIVE GROWTH FLOURISHES, BI-ANNUAL MAINTENANCE CHECKS OF THE AREA WILL BE NECESSARY. 
PREVIOUS ATTEMPTS TO REVEGETATE THIS AREA WERE UNSUCCESSFUL, HOWEVER NO MAINTENANCE WAS
PERFORMED.  WITH THE PROPER BACKFILL, FERTILIZATION, AND MAINTENANCE, THIS AREA COULD BE
RE-ESTABLISHED WITH FERTILE GROWTH.  IF ADDITIONAL MEASURES ARE SEEN AS NECESSARY TO IMPROVE THE
CONDITIONS, THESE SHOULD IMMEDIATELY BE IMPLEMENTED.  THE MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE WILL BE PRESENTED
IN THE DETAILED DESIGN OF THE REMEDY.

SIMILARLY, THE DRAINAGE DIVERSION DITCH WILL ALSO REQUIRE BI-ANNUAL MAINTENANCE CHECKS TO ENSURE
THAT THE DITCH IS IN GOOD CONDITION AND ADEQUATELY DIVERTS SURFACE RUNON FROM THE STORM SEWER
DRAIN AROUND THE SWAMP AREA.  THE DIVERSION DITCH IS IMPORTANT FOR REDUCING EROSION AND SEDIMENT
TRANSPORT FROM THE SWAMP AREA TO TANYARD BRANCH AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE.  IF MAINTENANCE IS
NECESSARY, THESE MEASURES WILL BE IMPLEMENTED IMMEDIATELY.  AGAIN, THE DETAILED DESIGN WILL



SPECIFY THESE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES.

IF STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION IS PERFORMED TO REMEDIATE THE SOILS, ADDITIONAL O&M ACTIVITIES
WILL BE REQUIRED.  BI-ANNUAL MONITORING OF THE MATRIX WILL BE IMPLEMENTED TO DETECT LEACHING OF
CONTAMINANTS FROM THE MATRIX, SHOULD THIS BE OCCURRING.  ADDITIONALLY, AS WITH THE VEGETATIVE
COVER AND DRAINAGE DITCH, THE SOLIDIFIED MATRIX WILL ALSO REQUIRE BI-ANNUAL MAINTENANCE CHECKS
TO DETERMINE THE INTEGRITY OF THE MATRIX.  MEASURES WILL BE OUTLINED IN THE DETAILED DESIGN OF
THE REMEDY TO RECTIFY ANY PROBLEMS DISCOVERED FROM THE MAINTENANCE CHECKS AND MONITORING.  THE
DETAILED DESIGN WILL ALSO SPECIFY THE DETAILS OF THE MONITORING PROGRAM TO BE PERFORMED.

THE O&M REQUIREMENTS DISCUSSED ABOVE WILL BE IMPLEMENTED FOR 30 YEARS. EPA IS WILLING TO PERFORM
THESE ACTIVITIES FOR ONE YEAR AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDY.  THE STATE OF ALABAMA DOES NOT
AGREE WITH THE REMEDY AND DOES NOT CURRENTLY HAVE A MECHANISM FOR COST-SHARING OF THE REMEDY OR
PERFORMANCE OF THE REMAINING O&M ACTIVITIES.  HOWEVER, EPA WILL WORK WITH THE STATE TO REACH A
MUTUALLY AGREEABLE SETTLEMENT.

#SCH
X. SCHEDULE

UPON APPROVAL OF THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE BY THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, THE NEXT STEP IN THE
PROCESS IS TO PREPARE A DETAILED DESIGN OF THE REMEDY.  PRPS DO EXIST FOR THIS SITE; HOWEVER,
THE OWNER OF THE MEC HAS FILED FOR BANKRUPTCY, AND THE REMAINING PRPS HAVE NOT INDICATED A
DESIRE TO PERFORM THE REMEDY.  THUS, THE EARLIEST THAT THE DESIGN, AND IMPLEMENTATION, CAN BEGIN
IS AFTER CERCLA IS REAUTHORIZED AND SOME AGREEMENT IS REACHED WITH THE STATE OF ALABAMA TO
PROVIDE A 10% COST SHARE.

#FA
XI. FUTURE ACTIONS

ONCE THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE IS PERFORMED AND THE REQUIRED O&M ACTIVITIES ARE UNDERWAY,
THERE WILL BE NO FUTURE ACTIONS NECESSARY FOR THE MEC SITE.
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                            RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

                       MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE

                U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION IV

THIS IS THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE IN
GREENVILLE, ALABAMA.  THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) IN REGION IV RECEIVED ONLY
ONE WRITTEN COMMENT ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) DURING THE REQUIRED PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.
THEREFORE, IN LIEU OF A DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND EPA'S RESPONSES, THIS
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY DOCUMENT INCLUDES A SHORT DISCUSSION OF EPA'S COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
ACTIVITIES; A DESCRIPTION OF THE SINGLE COMMENT RECEIVED AND EPA'S RESPONSE; THE FACT SHEET
DESCRIBING THE FS, AND A SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON THE FS.

THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FOR THE SITE WAS CONDUCTED FROM SPRING 1985
TO SPRING 1986.  A COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN THAT DESCRIBED COMMUNITY CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDED
EPA COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES WAS PREPARED IN MAY 1985.  FOLLOWING ONE RECOMMENDATION OF
THE PLAN, EPA ESTABLISHED AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY AT THE GREENVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY.  THE
REPOSITORY CONTAINED EDUCATIONAL DOCUMENTS AND RESEARCH MATERIALS ON THE SITE, INCLUDING THE
RI/FS WORK PLAN AND THE RI/FS REPORT.

ONCE THE DRAFT FS WAS COMPLETED, A FACT SHEET WAS PREPARED THAT DESCRIBED EPA REMEDIAL
ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE, THE PROPOSED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES, AND THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  IT
WAS MAILED TO INDIVIDUALS ON THE MAILING LIST AND PLACED IN THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS WERE PLACED IN LOCAL PAPERS DESCRIBING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE PUBLIC
MEETING ON THE FS.  EPA HELD THE PUBLIC MEETING ON AUGUST 12, 1986, AND THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD COVERED THE PERIOD FROM AUGUST 12 TO SEPTEMBER 2, 1986.  APPROXIMATELY FIFTEEN TO TWENTY
RESIDENTS ATTENDED THE MEETING.  THE PRESENTATIONS, QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE, AND EPA
RESPONSES ARE IN THE PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY.

COMMENT ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE

COMMENT:

THE ONLY WRITTEN COMMENT RECEIVED DURING THE THREE-WEEK PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD EXPRESSED THE
OPINION THAT MOST OF THE CITIZENS WHO HAD ATTENDED THE PUBLIC MEETING FAVORED THE NO ACTION
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE.

EPA RESPONSE:

EPA HAS EVALUATED THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AS MANDATED BY THE NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES CONTINGENCY PLAN.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IMPLIES THAT THERE IS NO THREAT POSED BY THE
CONTAMINANTS PRESENT AT THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE.  SELECTING THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
MEAN THAT NO REMEDIAL ACTION WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED. THE CONTAMINANTS WOULD REMAIN IN PLACE AND
SERVE AS A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF FUTURE PCB CONTAMINATION.

ALLOWING THE SITE TO REMAIN IN THIS CONDITION WOULD NOT MEET THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL
OBJECTIVES FOR THIS SITE, NOR WOULD IT CONFORM WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  FOR THESE
REASONS, THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS NOT RECOMMENDED AS THE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE FOR 
THIS SITE.



                       FACT SHEET FOR FS PUBLIC MEETING

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY                             U.S. EPA
STUDY SUMMARY                                                 REGION IV

MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE                              JULY 1986
GREENVILLE, ALABAMA

INTRODUCTION

THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) RECENTLY COMPLETED A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND
FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) DEFINING SITE CONDITIONS AND EVALUATING REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE
MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE IN GREENVILLE, ALABAMA.  THIS FACT SHEET PROVIDES
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SITE AND SUMMARIZES THE FINDINGS OF THE DRAFT RI/FS REPORT.

AT SITES LIKE THIS ONE, EPA TYPICALLY CONDUCTS AN EXTENSIVE INVESTIGATION AND STUDY CALLED A
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY.  (SEE APPENDIX A FOR A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE
SUPERFUND CLEANUP PROCESS.).  THE FIRST PART OF THE STUDY, THE RI, IS CONDUCTED TO DEFINE THE
TYPE, LEVEL, AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION.  THE SECOND PART, THE FS, IS TO EVALUATE THE CLEANUP
ALTERNATIVES.  SUPERFUND CLEANUPS ARE DESIGNED TO:  (1) CONTROL OR ELIMINATE THE SOURCE OF
CONTAMINATION AT HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES; AND (2) MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF CONTAMINANTS.

SITE BACKGROUND

THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY (MEC) SITE IS LOCATED IN AN INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL AREA IN
GREENVILLE.  THE STUDY AREA CONSISTS OF THE MEC PLANT AND A SWAMP, WHILE THE ACTUAL SUPERFUND
SITE CONSISTS OF THE SWAMP ALONE.  MEC IS LOCATED EAST OF BEELAND STREET AND NORTH OF FIRST AND
SECOND STREETS, AND THE SWAMP IS DIRECTLY WEST FROM THE MEC PLANT ACROSS BEELAND STREET.  MEC
DOES NOT OWN THE SWAMP PROPERTY.  A TRIBUTARY OF PERSIMMON CREEK, CALLED TANYARD BRANCH, RUNS
NEAR THE WEST SIDE OF THE SWAMP.  (SEE FIGURE 1 FOR A SITE MAP.).

MEC HAS BEEN REBUILDING AND RECONDITIONING ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMERS AT THIS PLANT SINCE THE
MID-1950'S.  (HOWEVER, MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY HAS SINCE CEASED OPERATIONS AT THE SITE, AND
IN 1985 THE COMPANY DECLARED BANKRUPTCY.).  BETWEEN 1955 AND 1977, WASTE OIL FROM THESE
OPERATIONS, CONTAINING POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS), WAS DISCARDED ON THE GROUND BEHIND THE
PLANT.  THESE OILS FLOWED INTO A DRAIN THAT WAS CONNECTED TO THE CITY STORM SEWER SYSTEM.  THE
SEWER SYSTEM THEN DRAINED ONTO THE SWAMP ACROSS BEELAND STREET, AND THEN INTO TANYARD BRANCH. 
IN 1977, HOWEVER, MEC STOPPED DISPOSING ITS OIL ON THE GROUND AND BEGAN TO RECYCLE IT.

IN 1975, A MAJOR FISH KILL IN TANYARD BRANCH WAS TRACED TO OVERFLOW WASTE OILS FROM AN MEC
HOLDING TANK.  HOWEVER, UPON INSPECTION OF THE SWAMP, ONLY TRACE AMOUNTS OF PCBS WERE FOUND.  IN
1980, ANOTHER OIL SPILL AT THE MEC PLANT WAS REPORTED TO THE ALABAMA WATER IMPROVEMENT
COMMISSION (AWIC), AND THIS TIME AWIC INVESTIGATIONS REVEALED OIL AND PCB LEVELS ABOVE 500 PARTS
PER MILLION (PPM) IN THE SWAMP.  BETWEEN FEBRUARY AND AUGUST 1981, EPA CONDUCTED AN EXTENSIVE
SAMPLING PROGRAM AND PERFORMED AN EMERGENCY CLEANUP OF THE SWAMP.

IN FEBRUARY 1981, THE CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL (CDC) ASKED THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH (NIOSH) TO EVALUATE OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURES TO PCBS AT MEC.  NIOSH
PERSONNEL COLLECTED BLOOD SAMPLES AND CONDUCTED PHYSICAL EXAMS FOR SOME WORKERS, AND COLLECTED
AIR AND DUST SAMPLES FROM THE WORK AREA.  NIOSH CONCLUDED THAT WORKERS DID NOT APPEAR TO BE
EXPOSED TO EXCESSIVE LEVELS OF PCBS. HOWEVER, NIOSH DID RECOMMEND THAT WORKERS MINIMIZE EXPOSURE
TO TRANSFORMER OIL AND THAT ANY TRANSFORMER SUSPECTED OF CONTAINING PCBS NOT BE PROCESSED AT THE
SITE.



THE SITE WAS INCLUDED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) IN DECEMBER 1982.  THE NPL IS A
LISTING OF THE NATION'S WORST HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES; INCLUSION ON THE LIST ENABLES EPA TO USE
FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONEY FOR SITE INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP.  THE SITE IS RANKED 118 OF 786 SITES
ON THE NPL.

IN NOVEMBER 1983, ROUTINE SAMPLING AT MEC BY THE ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
(ADEM) REVEALED HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF PCBS IN THE STORMWATER DRAINAGE PATHWAY THROUGH THE SITE. 
IN THE SPRING OF 1984, EPA CONDUCTED A SITE INSPECTION AND ADDITIONAL SAMPLING.  PCBS WERE FOUND
IN THE SURFACE OF THE SWAMP, GROUND WATER, SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT FROM THE NEARBY STREAMS.

IN THE SPRING OF 1985, EPA CONTRACTORS BEGAN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FOR THE SITE, WHICH
LASTED APPROXIMATELY ONE YEAR. CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL COLLECTED SAMPLES FROM THE SOIL IN THE STUDY
AREA, FROM UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM LOCATIONS ON TANYARD BRANCH AND PERSIMMON CREEK, AND FROM
GROUND-WATER MONITOR WELLS.  THESE INVESTIGATIONS REVEALED PCB CONTAMINATION IN SOIL ON THE MEC
PROPERTY AND IN THE SWAMP.  TRACE AMOUNTS OF PCBS WERE FOUND IN SEDIMENT SAMPLES DOWNSTREAM OF
THE SITE, BUT NO PCBS WERE DETECTED IN SURFACE WATERS IN SAMPLES EITHER UPSTREAM OR DOWNSTREAM
OF THE SITE.  ONE GROUND-WATER SAMPLE WAS FOUND TO CONTAIN LOW, BUT DETECTABLE LEVELS OF PCBS. 
THIS FINDING COULD HAVE BEEN CAUSED BY THE PARTICULAR SAMPLING METHOD USED, HOWEVER. AIR
MONITORING HAS REVEALED NO AIR CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE.

ALL GREENVILLE RESIDENTS ARE CONNECTED TO THE CITY WATER SYSTEM; NONE USE PRIVATE WELLS. 
FURTHERMORE, BECAUSE OF THE LOCAL GEOLOGY AND THE NATURE OF THE CONTAMINANTS, EPA HAS CONCLUDED
THAT IT SEEMS HIGHLY UNLIKELY THAT CONTAMINANTS IN THE STUDY AREA COULD MIGRATE TO REACH THE
CITY'S DRINKING WATER SUPPLY.

WHAT IS A FEASIBILITY STUDY?

EPA CONDUCTS A FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) TO EVALUATE VARIOUS WAYS TO CLEAN UP HAZARDOUS WASTE
SITES.  EPA ASSESSES HOW EASILY THE REMEDIES CAN BE IMPLEMENTED, HOW WELL THEY WILL CLEAN UP THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH, AND HOW MUCH THEY WILL COST.  EPA'S OBJECTIVE IS TO
CHOOSE THE MOST ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND AND COST-EFFECTIVE CLEANUP METHOD.

THE REMEDIES CONSIDERED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE ARE
DESCRIBED BELOW.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FS OF THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE

THE FEASIBILITY STUDY OF THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE USED FINDINGS FROM THE REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION TO EVALUATE APPLICABLE TECHNOLOGIES FOR REMEDIATION AND CLEANUP OF THE SWAMP AND
MEC PROPERTY. THIS EVALUATION RESULTED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF SEVEN ALTERNATIVES.  EACH
ALTERNATIVE EXCEPT THE "NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE" INCLUDES, AS COMMON COMPONENTS, THE EXCAVATION
AND REMOVAL OF UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON THE MEC PROPERTY, THE CLEANUP OF CONTAMINATED WASTE
OIL, AND RESTORATION (REVEGETATION) OF THE SWAMP.  THIS SECTION DESCRIBES EACH OF THE
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED.

       1. SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION.  A CHANNEL CONSISTING OF A GRASSY WATERWAY WITH A STONE
          CENTER WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED TO PERMANENTLY DIVERT SURFACE RUNON AROUND THE
          CONTAMINATED SWAMP AREA. DRAINAGE DIVERSION IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT SPREADING OF
          CONTAMINANTS BY EROSION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS.

       2. OFFSITE DISPOSAL.  FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE, ALL WASTES CONTAMINATED WITH PCBS ABOVE A
          PARTICULAR LEVEL ARE REMOVED FROM THE SITE AND TRANSPORTED TO A CHEMICAL WASTE
          FACILITY PERMITTED TO RECEIVE PCBS.



       3. OFFSITE INCINERATION.  THIS REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE CONSISTS OF TRANSPORTING THE WASTES
          TO ONE OF TWO OUT-OF-STATE INCINERATION FACILITIES THAT ARE DESIGNED TO DESTROY
          PCB-CONTAMINATED SOIL. DURING INCINERATION, THE PCBS ARE DESTROYED WHILE THE SOIL IS
          LEFT ESSENTIALLY UNCHANGED.

       4. ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION.  THIS REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE USES A VARIETY OF
          TECHNIQUES TO MINIMIZE THE SOLUBILITY (ABILITY TO DISSOLVE IN WATER), TOXICITY, OR
          MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS. THESE TECHNIQUES ARE ALSO DESIGNED TO FACILITATE THE
          HANDLING OF THE WASTES.  STABILIZATION INVOLVES ADDING CHEMICALS TO THE WASTES TO
          ACHIEVE THESE OBJECTIVES.  SOLIDIFICATION INVOLVES CHANGING THE WASTE'S PHYSICAL
          CHARACTERISTICS BY COMPACTING IT INTO A FORM THAT IS TIGHTLY HELD TOGETHER AND EASILY
          STORED ONSITE.

       5. ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION.  THE PURPOSE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS TO LIMIT THE
          MOVEMENT OF CONTAMINANTS BY PHYSICALLY KEEPING WATER FROM CONTACTING THE CONTAMINATED
          MATERIAL.  THIS TECHNOLOGY CONSISTS OF SEALING OFF CONTAMINATED SOILS WITH MATERIALS
          THAT PREVENT SUCH MOVEMENT.  AVAILABLE MATERIALS INCLUDE CONCRETE, ASPHALT, AND
          PLASTICS.

       6. ONSITE INCINERATION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE CONSISTS OF TRANSPORTING ONE OF TWO POSSIBLE
          MOBILE INCINERATION FACILITIES TO THE SITE FOR INCINERATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS.

       7. NO ACTION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IMPLIES THAT NO REMEDIAL MEASURES WOULD BE TAKEN AT THE
          SITE.  EPA IS REQUIRED BY LAW TO CONSIDER A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE IN EVERY FEASIBILITY
          STUDY.

NEXT STEPS

A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, AS DESCRIBED BELOW, WILL BE HELD TO ALLOW CITIZENS TO COMMENT ON THE
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.  FOLLOWING THE CONCLUSION OF THE
COMMENT PERIOD ON THE DRAFT FS REPORT, A FORMAL DECISION DOCUMENT WILL BE PREPARED THAT
SUMMARIZES EPA'S DECISION PROCESS AND THE SELECTED REMEDIES.  THIS DOCUMENT WILL INCLUDE THE
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY (A REPORT THAT SUMMARIZES CITIZEN COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES) AND WILL BE
SUBMITTED TO THE EPA REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR FOR HIS APPROVAL.  SUBMISSION OF THIS DECISION
DOCUMENT IS EXPECTED TO OCCUR IN SEPTEMBER 1986.  AT THAT TIME, THE DESIGN OF THE REMEDY WILL BE
DEVELOPED.  UPON COMPLETION OF THE DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDY WILL BEGIN.

COPIES OF THE DRAFT RI AND FS REPORT ARE AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW IN THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY AT
THE FOLLOWING LOCATION:

                  GREENVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY
                  101 ADAMS STREET
                  GREENVILLE, ALABAMA 36037
                  (205) 382-3216
                  HOURS:  MON., TUES., THURS., FRI.:  10 AM - 5 PM
                          WED.:  1 PM - 4 PM
                          SAT.:  9 AM - 12 NOON.

WHEN COMPLETED, THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY WILL ALSO BE PLACED ON FILE IN THE INFORMATION
REPOSITORY.

PUBLIC COMMENT INVITED

EPA WILL HOLD A PUBLIC MEETING ON TUESDAY, AUGUST 12, 1986 FROM 7 P.M. TO 9 P.M. AT THE BEELAND



PARK COMMUNITY CENTER (ROOM 4), EAST COMMERCE STREET, GREENVILLE (PHONE 205-382-3031).  AT THE
MEETING, EPA WILL PRESENT A SUMMARY OF THE RI/FS PROCESS (INCLUDING THE RESULTS OF THE RI/FS)
AND EXPLAIN THE PROPOSED REMEDIES FOR THE SITE.  THERE WILL ALSO BE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR CITIZENS
TO ASK QUESTIONS.  THE QUESTION-AND-ANSWER PERIOD WILL BE RECORDED TO ASSIST IN THE PREPARATION  
OF A RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.

THE PUBLIC MEETING WILL MARK THE START OF A THREE-WEEK PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON THE DRAFT FS
REPORT.  THE COMMENT PERIOD WILL BEGIN AUGUST 12, 1986, AND CONCLUDE ON SEPTEMBER 2, 1986. 
DURING THIS THREE-WEEK PERIOD, THE PUBLIC IS ENCOURAGED TO REVIEW THE REMEDIES PROPOSED IN THE
DRAFT FS REPORT AND SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO EPA. COPIES OF THE DRAFT FS REPORT ARE AVAILABLE
AT THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY.  ALL COMMENTS MUST BE POST-MARKED NO LATER THAN SEPTEMBER 2, 1986
AND SHOULD BE SENT TO:

                 MEREDITH CLARKE ANDERSON
                 REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER
                 U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
                 345 COURTLAND STREET NE
                 ATLANTA, GEORGIA  30365.

FOR QUESTIONS OR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT EITHER OF THE FOLLOWING:

   MEREDITH CLARKE ANDERSON               MICHAEL HENDERSON
   REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER               COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR
   U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY   OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
   345 COURTLAND STREET NE                U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
   ATLANTA, GEORGIA  30365                  AGENCY
   (404) 347-2643                         345 COURTLAND STREET NE
                                          ATLANTA, GEORGIA  30365
                                          (404) 347-3004.

                            MAILING LIST ADDITIONS

TO BE PLACED ON THE MAILING LIST TO RECEIVE INFORMATION ON THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE,
PLEASE FILL OUT AND MAIL THIS FORM TO:

                     MICHAEL HENDERSON
                     COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR
                     OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
                     U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
                     345 COURTLAND STREET NE
                     ATLANTA, GA  30365.

   NAME:

   ADDRESS:

   AFFILIATION:

   PHONE:.



                       FACT SHEET FOR FS PUBLIC MEETING

                                  APPENDIX A

                             EPA SUPERFUND PROCESS

IN 1980, CONGRESS ENACTED THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY
ACT (CERCLA, MORE COMMONLY KNOWN AS "SUPERFUND").  THIS ACT AUTHORIZES EPA TO RESPOND TO
RELEASES OR THREATENED RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES THAT MAY ENDANGER PUBLIC HEALTH OR
WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

THIS APPENDIX PROVIDES A SIMPLIFIED EXPLANATION OF HOW A LONG-TERM SUPERFUND RESPONSE WORKS AT
SITES LIKE THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE.

    1. AFTER A SITE IS DISCOVERED, IT IS INVESTIGATED, USUALLY BY THE STATE.

    2. THE STATE THEN RANKS THE SITE USING A SYSTEM THAT TAKES INTO ACCOUNT:

            - POSSIBLE HEALTH RISKS TO THE HUMAN POPULATION;
            - POTENTIAL HAZARDS (E.G., FROM DIRECT CONTACT, INHALATION,
              FIRE, OR EXPLOSION) OF SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE;
            - POTENTIAL FOR THE SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE TO CONTAMINATE
              DRINKING WATER SUPPLIES; AND
            - POTENTIAL FOR THE SUBSTANCES AT THE SITE TO POLLUTE OR
              OTHERWISE HARM THE ENVIRONMENT.

 IF THE PROBLEMS AT A SITE ARE DEEMED SERIOUS BY THE STATE AND EPA, THE SITE WILL BE
       LISTED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL), A ROSTER OF THE NATION'S WORST HAZARDOUS
       WASTE SITES.  EVERY SITE ON THE NPL IS ELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONEY.

    3. IF A SITE OR ANY PORTION THEREOF POSES AN IMMINENT THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR THE
       ENVIRONMENT AT ANY TIME, EPA MAY CONDUCT AN EMERGENCY RESPONSE CALLED AN IMMEDIATE
       REMOVAL ACTION.

    4. NEXT, EPA USUALLY CONDUCTS A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI).  THE RI ASSESSES HOW SERIOUS
       THE CONTAMINATION IS, IDENTIFIES WHAT CONTAMINANTS ARE PRESENT, AND CHARACTERIZES
       POTENTIAL RISKS TO THE COMMUNITY.  AS PART OF THE RI, EPA TYPICALLY CONDUCTS AN
       ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT THAT DESCRIBES THE PROBLEMS AT THE SITE AND THE POTENTIAL HEALTH
       AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES IF NO FURTHER ACTION IS TAKEN AT THE SITE.

    5. FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THE RI, EPA PERFORMS A FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS). THE FS EXAMINES
       VARIOUS CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATES THEM ON THE BASIS OF TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY,
       PUBLIC HEALTH EFFECTS, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, INSTITUTIONAL CONCERNS (INCLUDING
       COMPLIANCE  WITH STATE AND LOCAL LAWS), IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY, AND COST.  THE FINDINGS
       ARE PRESENTED IN A DRAFT FS REPORT.

    6. FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF THE DRAFT FS REPORT, EPA HOLDS A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TO RECEIVE
       CITIZEN COMMENT CONCERNING THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES.  THE MINIMUM DURATION IS THREE
       WEEKS.  CITIZENS MAY PROVIDE COMMENTS EITHER ORALLY AT PUBLIC MEETINGS OR THROUGH WRITTEN
       CORRESPONDENCE TO EPA.

    7. AFTER PUBLIC COMMENTS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED, EPA THEN CHOOSES A SPECIFIC CLEANUP PLAN.

    8. THIS CLEANUP PLAN AND THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY (A DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND



       EPA RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS) ARE COMPILED IN THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD).  THE ROD
       IS THEN SUBMITTED TO THE EPA REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR FOR HIS APPROVAL.

    9. ONCE THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR SIGNS THE ROD, EPA DESIGNS THE SPECIFIC CLEANUP PLAN FOR
       THE SITE.

   10. WHEN THE DESIGN IS FINISHED, THE ACTUAL REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE CAN BEGIN.

THE TIME NECESSARY TO COMPLETE EACH OF THESE STEPS VARIES WITH EVERY SITE.  IN GENERAL, AN RI/FS
TAKES FROM ONE TO TWO YEARS. DESIGNING THE CLEANUP PLAN MAY TAKE SIX MONTHS.  AND IMPLEMENTING
THE REMEDY - THE ACTUAL CONTAINMENT OR REMOVAL OF THE WASTE - MAY TAKE FROM ONE TO THREE YEARS. 
IF GROUND WATER IS INVOLVED, THE FINAL CLEANUP MAY TAKE MANY MORE YEARS.

ONGOING COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES DURING A CLEANUP INCLUDE PUBLIC MEETINGS, NEWS RELEASES,
FACT SHEETS LIKE THIS ONE, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES INTENDED TO KEEP CITIZENS AND OFFICIALS INFORMED
AND TO ENCOURAGE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.  THESE ACTIVITIES ARE SCHEDULED THROUGHOUT THE COURSE OF
THE REMEDIAL CLEANUP PROCESS.  SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES VARY FROM SITE TO SITE DEPENDING ON THE LEVEL
AND NATURE OF CONCERN.  THE RANGE OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES THAT CAN OCCUR IS DESCRIBED
IN EPA'S COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN FOR THE SITE.



                       MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY SITE
                            PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY

   I. OVERVIEW

ON AUGUST 12, 1986, THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) IN REGION IV HELD A PUBLIC
MEETING FROM 7 TO 8 PM TO DISCUSS THE RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY
STUDY (RI/FS) FOR THE MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY (MEC) SUPERFUND SITE LOCATED IN GREENVILLE,
ALABAMA.  THE PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD IN THE BEELAND PARK COMMUNITY CENTER IN GREENVILLE. 
APPROXIMATELY FIFTEEN TO TWENTY LOCAL RESIDENTS, INCLUDING THE MAYOR OF GREENVILLE, ATTENDED. 
REPORTERS FROM THE GREENVILLE ADVOCATE AND THE MONTGOMERY ADVERTISER WERE ALSO PRESENT.

REPRESENTING EPA AT THE MEETING WERE JIM ORBAN, SUPERFUND UNIT CHIEF; RALPH JENNINGS, SUPERFUND
UNIT CHIEF; MEREDITH ANDERSON, REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER; MICHAEL HENDERSON, COMMUNITY RELATIONS
COORDINATOR; AND ELIZABETH OSHEIM, ASSISTANT REGIONAL COUNSEL.  CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL PRESENT
WERE MARY LESLIE AND MARK BURGESS OF CAMP DRESSER & MCKEE, INCORPORATED; AND SARA WATSON OF ICF
INCORPORATED.  THE MEETING BEGAN WITH A DESCRIPTION OF THE MEC SITE, A PRESENTATION OF THE
RESULTS OF THE RI/FS, AND AN EXPLANATION OF THE UPCOMING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  A
QUESTION-AND-ANSWER PERIOD FOLLOWED.

A SUMMARY OF EPA'S PRESENTATIONS, AND THE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS THAT FOLLOWED IS OUTLINED BELOW. 
THE PRESENTATIONS ARE GIVEN IN  CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER; THE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS HAVE BEEN
ORGANIZED INTO TOPICS.

II. PRESENTATIONS

A. INTRODUCTION AND SITE HISTORY - MEREDITH ANDERSON

MS. ANDERSON DESCRIBED THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING AND INTRODUCED THE EPA AND CONTRACTOR
PERSONNEL PRESENT.  SHE NOTED THAT THE INFORMATION PRESENTED AT THE MEETING WAS AVAILABLE IN THE
RI/FS.  SHE SAID THAT THE FULL RI/FS PREPARED BY EPA AND ITS CONTRACTOR IS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE 
FOR PUBLIC REVIEW IN THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY LOCATED IN THE GREENVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY.  MS.
ANDERSON INVITED THE PUBLIC TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL AND SUBMIT COMMENTS TO HER AT THE ADDRESS
LISTED IN THE FACT SHEET ON THE SITE.  SHE INDICATED THAT COPIES OF THIS FACT SHEET, WHICH
PRESENTS KEY INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THE MOWBRAY RI/FS, WERE AVAILABLE AT THE DOOR.

MS. ANDERSON NEXT DESCRIBED THE SITE AREA, THE HISTORY OF MOWBRAY ENGINEERING COMPANY'S
OPERATIONS AND DISPOSAL PRACTICES, AND THE NATURE OF THE CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.  SHE
EXPLAINED THAT THE RESULTS OF THE RI PROVIDED THE TECHNICAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE NATURE AND
EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION FOUND AT THE MEC SITE.  EPA'S FIELD WORK ON THE RI WAS CONCLUDED IN
NOVEMBER 1985.  THE FS WAS COMPLETED IN JUNE 1986, AT WHICH POINT THE FORMAL RI AND FS REPORTS
WERE WRITTEN.  MS. ANDERSON SHOWED SEVERAL SLIDES OF THE SITE TO ILLUSTRATE SAMPLING PROCEDURES
AND THE GEOGRAPHY OF THE AREA.

B. REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - MARY LESLIE

MS. LESLIE EXPLAINED WHAT AN RI IS, WHY IT IS PERFORMED, AND HOW IT IS CONDUCTED.  SHE SAID THAT
THE PURPOSE OF THE RI IS TO GATHER DATA ABOUT THE EXISTING CONTAMINATION ONSITE; THE ROUTES
AVAILABLE THAT WOULD ALLOW THE CONTAMINATION TO MIGRATE OFFSITE TOWARDS LOCAL BODIES OF WATER OR
OTHER AREAS; AND THE PEOPLE, ANIMALS, OR ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS THAT COULD POSSIBLY BE
AFFECTED BY THIS CONTAMINATION. THIS DATA IS THEN USED TO DETERMINE THE NATURE OF THE PUBLIC
HEALTH THREAT FROM THE SITE.

MS. LESLIE STATED THAT THE RI WAS UNDERTAKEN TO FILL SPECIFIC DATA GAPS THAT HAD NOT BEEN



ADDRESSED BY PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS.  SHE SAID THE AREAS THAT REQUIRED FURTHER SAMPLING
INCLUDED:
         - SOILS ON THE MEC PROPERTY;
         - THE SWAMP AREA;
         - GROUND WATER NEAR THE SITE;
         - SURFACE WATERS; AND
         - SEDIMENTS UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM FROM THE SITE, ESPECIALLY IN TANYARD BRANCH AND
           PERSIMMON CREEK.

TO GATHER THIS INFORMATION FOR THE RI, MS. LESLIE SAID THAT SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED FROM VARIOUS
MONITOR WELLS AROUND AND ON THE SITE.  THESE SAMPLES WERE THEN ANALYZED FOR TRACES OF
CONTAMINATION.

MS. LESLIE SHOWED MAPS OF THE SITE DEPICTING THE LOCATIONS OF THE MONITOR WELLS INSTALLED BY
EPA.  SHE EXPLAINED THE RATIONALE FOR THEIR PLACEMENT BY CITING THESE EXAMPLES:

         MONITOR WELL #1 WAS LOCATED UPSTREAM OF THE SITE TO
         ESTABLISH A BASELINE FOR COMPARING THE RESULTS OF SAMPLES
         FROM THE OTHER WELLS.  MONITOR WELL #2 WAS LOCATED WHERE
         EPA BELIEVED IT WAS MOST LIKELY THAT CONTAMINANTS WOULD
         MIGRATE FROM THE SITE.

MS. LESLIE SAID THE RESULTS OF THE RI INDICATED THAT, OVERALL, RELATIVELY FEW POLYCHLORINATED
BIPHENYLS (PCBS, THE MAIN CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN) WERE DISCOVERED AT THE MOWBRAY SITE.  SHE
SAID VERY LOW LEVELS OF PCBS WERE FOUND DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE, WHILE NONE WERE FOUND UPSTREAM
FROM THE SITE.  MS. LESLIE OBSERVED THAT THE RI ESTABLISHED THAT THERE WAS LITTLE PROBABILITY
FOR CONTAMINATION OF GROUND WATER IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE.  SHE DID NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT
SIGNIFICANT LEVELS OF PCBS WERE FOUND IN SELECTED AREAS -- NEAR THE STORAGE TANKS ON THE MEC
PROPERTY, IN MONITOR WELL #2, AND IN LOCALIZED POCKETS OF SUBSURFACE OIL IN THE SWAMP.

MS. LESLIE SPOKE ABOUT THE COMPLETION OF A PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION FOR THE SITE.  SHE SAID THAT
THIS EVALUATION IS BASED UPON THE RESULTS OF THE RI, THE KNOWN TOXICITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS,
THEIR CONCENTRATION AT THE SITE, THE POSSIBLE ROUTES FOR CONTAMINANT MIGRATION, AND THE POSSIBLE
RECEPTORS OF THE CONTAMINANTS.  BASED ON THESE FACTORS, MS. LESLIE SAID THE PUBLIC HEALTH
EVALUATION CONCLUDED THAT THERE WAS NO SERIOUS THREAT TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH.

C. FEASIBILITY STUDY - MARK BURGESS

MR. BURGESS EXPLAINED THAT, BASED ON THE AREAS AND LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION FOUND DURING THE RI,
MANY DIFFERENT OPTIONS FOR ADDRESSING THE CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE WERE DEVELOPED.  HE SAID
THESE OPTIONS WERE EVALUATED ON THE BASIS OF TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT, PUBLIC
HEALTH IMPACT, AND COST.  MR. BURGESS SAID THAT EPA THEN SHORTENED THE ORIGINAL LIST OF
ALTERNATIVES TO SEVEN OPTIONS.  HE DESCRIBED THE ADVANTAGES, DISADVANTAGES, AND COSTS FOR EACH
OF THE FINAL OPTIONS.

THE COST INFORMATION MR. BURGESS PRESENTED IS LISTED IN THE TABLE BELOW.  HE SUGGESTED THAT ANY
ONE OF THE SEVEN ALTERNATIVES COULD CLEAN THE SITE TO A LEVEL WHERE THE PCBS REMAINING IN THE
SOIL WOULD RANGE FROM TEN MILLIGRAMS PER KILOGRAM (MG/KG) TO FIFTY MG/KG.  HE EXPLAINED FURTHER
THAT CLEANING UP THE SITE TO A LEVEL OF TEN MG/KG MEANS THAT THE ONLY SOIL LEFT AT THE SITE
WOULD CONTAIN LESS THAN TEN MG/KG OF PCBS.

IN THE FOLLOWING TABLE, COSTS ARE GIVEN FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE THAT WOULD CLEAN UP THE SITE OVER
INCREASING LEVELS OF PCBS.  THE LOWER THE LEVEL OF PCBS ALLOWED TO REMAIN AT THE SITE, THE MORE
SOIL MUST BE REMOVED AND THE MORE THE ACTION WILL COST.



D. TABLE OF CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES AND EXPLANATION

                                                 COST ($)

                                                 PCB LEVEL
   CLEANUP
   ALTERNATIVE                  10 MG/KG *   20 MG/KG   30 MG/KG   50 MG/KG

   1. NO ACTION                       0           0          0        0
   2. SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION      129,600     129,600    129,600  129,600
   3. OFF-SITE DISPOSAL          8,266,000   3,285,900    879,500  219,600
   4. OFF-SITE INCINERATION
      (PERMANENT FACILITY)      51,417,300  19,287,500  4,583,400  566,300
      (TEMPORARY FACILITY)       4,118,500   1,635,300    509,800  199,700
   5. ON-SITE SOLIDIFICATION     2,307,800   1,074,500    569,500  349,600
   6. CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION  1,682,500     861,900    574,300  348,400
   7. ON-SITE INCINERATION       6,837,500   2,647,300    734,900  210,000

   * MG/KG MEANS MILLIGRAMS PER KILOGRAM.

EXPLANATION OF CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES

ALL THE FOLLOWING CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 1, HAVE FOUR COMMON
COMPONENTS.  THESE COMPONENTS INCLUDE: DRAINAGE DIVERSION TO PREVENT THE EROSION OF CONTAMINATED
SOIL INTO TANYARD BRANCH; REMOVAL OF STORAGE TANKS CONTAINING CONTAMINATED OIL; TREATMENT OR
DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED WASTE OILS; AND RESTORATION OF THE SITE BY REVEGETATION.

THE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE ALTERNATIVES COVERS HOW THE CONTAMINATED SOIL IS
TREATED.  THE LIST BELOW PROVIDES A BRIEF EXPLANATION OF THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES UNIQUE
TO EACH ALTERNATIVE.

       ALTERNATIVE 1:  NO ACTION

           ADVANTAGES:  NO ADDITIONAL COST.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE SITE WOULD BE LEFT AS IT IS NOW, POCKETS
           OF PCBS WOULD REMAIN AT THE SITE, AND THE CONTAMINATED SOILS
           AND STORAGE TANKS COULD POTENTIALLY RELEASE ADDITIONAL PCBS
           AT A LATER DATE.

       ALTERNATIVE 2:  SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION

           THIS OPTION INCLUDES THE FOUR COMPONENTS LISTED ABOVE.

           ADVANTAGES:  IT PREVENTS EROSION OF SOILS, LEAKAGE OF STORAGE
           TANKS, AND CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOIL.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE CONTAMINATED SOILS ARE LEFT ON SITE AND, IF
           THE VEGETATIVE COVER WERE REMOVED, CONTAMINATED SOILS COULD
           CONTINUE TO ERODE INTO TANYARD BRANCH.

       ALTERNATIVE 3:  OFF-SITE DISPOSAL

           THIS OPTION INVOLVES EXCAVATING THE SOIL AND TAKING IT TO AN



           APPROVED LANDFILL.  AS WITH THE REMAINING FOUR OPTIONS, THE
           RANGE OF COSTS IS VERY WIDE AND DEPENDS ON THE EXTENT OF THE
           CLEANUP.  CLEANING UP THE SITE TO VERY LOW LEVELS OF PCBS MEANS
           HANDLING MUCH GREATER QUANTITIES OF SOIL WHICH THEREBY RAISES
           THE COST.

           ADVANTAGES:  THE TECHNOLOGY IS EASY TO IMPLEMENT, AND THE
           CONTAMINATED SOILS WOULD BE PROPERLY DISPOSED.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE CONTAMINATED SOIL WOULD BE TRANSPORTED
           THROUGH GREENVILLE AND OTHER TOWNS AND CITIES, CREATING THE
           POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTAL EXPOSURE TO THE PUBLIC.

       ALTERNATIVE 4:  OFF-SITE INCINERATION

           THE SOIL WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND TAKEN TO EITHER A MOBILE OR
           PERMANENT INCINERATION FACILITY.

           ADVANTAGES:  THE PCBS ARE PERMANENTLY DESTROYED INSTEAD OF
           SIMPLY PLACED IN ANOTHER AREA.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE CONTAMINATED SOILS WOULD BE TRANSPORTED
           THROUGH GREENVILLE AND OTHER TOWNS AND CITIES, CREATING A
           POTENTIAL HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC.

       ALTERNATIVE 5:  ON-SITE SOLIDIFICATION

           THE SOIL WOULD BE EXCAVATED, MIXED WITH CEMENT-LIKE SUBSTANCES,
           AND PUT BACK ON THE SITE.

           ADVANTAGES:  THE SOILS CANNOT MOVE OR ERODE, THERE IS NO NEED
           TO TRANSPORT THE CONTAMINANTS, AND THERE IS A BARRIER TO PREVENT
           CONTACT WITH THE CONTAMINANTS.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE SOILS WOULD BE LEFT ON SITE, THERE WOULD BE
           ADDITIONAL STORM WATER RUNOFF TO TANYARD BRANCH, AND EPA WOULD
           NEED TO ESTABLISH A LONG-TERM MONITORING PROGRAM TO VERIFY THE
           EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS REMEDY.

       ALTERNATIVE 6:  CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION

           THE CONTAMINATED SOILS WOULD BE ENCLOSED IN A CLAY OR PLASTIC LINER.

           ADVANTAGES:  THE CONTAMINANTS ARE CONTAINED AND CANNOT MOVE,
           AND THERE IS NO NEED TO TRANSPORT SOILS OFF-SITE.

           DISADVANTAGES:  CONTAMINANTS ARE LEFT ON SITE, AND EPA WOULD
           NEED TO ESTABLISH A LONG-TERM MONITORING PROGRAM TO ENSURE THE
           INTEGRITY OF THE LINER.

       ALTERNATIVE 7:  ON-SITE INCINERATION

           SOILS ARE EXCAVATED, INCINERATED ON SITE AND PUT BACK ONTO THE SITE.



           ADVANTAGES:  THIS IS A PERMANENT REMEDY AS THE PCBS ARE
           DESTROYED, THERE IS NO NEED TO TRANSPORT THE SOILS, AND THE
           FACILITY PROVIDES SOME OPPORTUNITY FOR EMPLOYMENT OF LOCAL
           RESIDENTS.

           DISADVANTAGES:  THE ON-SITE INCINERATION FACILITY IS UNAESTHETIC
           AND IS A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF AIR POLLUTION.

E. CONCLUSION - MEREDITH ANDERSON

MS. ANDERSON RESTATED WHERE THE POCKETS OF CONTAMINATION WERE FOUND AT THE MEC SITE, REITERATED
THAT THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION HAD FOUND NO THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH, AND LISTED AGAIN THE
SEVEN ALTERNATIVES IN THE FS.  SHE EXPLAINED THAT EPA CURRENTLY FAVORED ALTERNATIVE 2. HOWEVER,
MS. ANDERSON SAID EPA WAS EAGER TO HAVE PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ALL SEVEN ALTERNATIVES AND WOULD
CONSIDER THOSE COMMENTS IN MAKING ITS FINAL SELECTION.  SHE SAID THAT THE PUBLIC'S COMMENTS AND
THE EPA RESPONSES WOULD BE COMPILED INTO A DOCUMENT CALLED THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY; THIS
SUMMARY AND THE RECOMMENDED REMEDY WOULD THEN BE PRESENTED TO THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR FOR
FINAL APPROVAL.

III. QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES

A. QUESTIONS ON REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

1. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT INQUIRED WHETHER EPA WAS READY TO ABANDON THE SITE BY CHOOSING THE NO
ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS ONE OF THE OPTIONS EPA MUST CONSIDER.

2. QUESTION:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS ASKED IF SPECIFIC PARTS OF VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES COULD BE
PERFORMED.  ONE ASKED IF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE WERE CHOSEN AND THE TANKS REMAIN, WOULD THE
TANKS LEAK.  COULD EPA SIMPLY REMOVE THE TANKS?

RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE TANKS MAY LEAK AND THAT THE AGENCY MAY CHOOSE TO DO ANY
COMBINATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED.

3. QUESTION:  ANOTHER RESIDENT ASKED IF ONLY PART OF ALTERNATIVE 2 COULD BE DONE, AND WHAT WAS
THE COST OF ALTERNATIVE 2.

RESPONSE:  EPA SAID THAT THEY MAY CHOOSE TO PERFORM ANY PART OF AN ALTERNATIVE.  HOWEVER, THERE
ARE CERTAIN ITEMS THAT FIT INTO THE SAME CATEGORY AS THE TANKS.  THEY CAUSE SIMILAR, SUBSTANTIAL
PROBLEMS AND REQUIRE MINIMAL EFFORT TO REMOVE THEM.  THAT IS WHY EPA HAS PUT THESE ITEMS
TOGETHER AS ALTERNATIVE 2.  THE COST OF ALTERNATIVE 2 IS $129,600.

4. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHY THE OFF-SITE INCINERATION ALTERNATIVE IS SO EXPENSIVE AND
WHY THERE IS SUCH A WIDE RANGE OF COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH INCINERATION.

RESPONSE:  EPA EXPLAINED THAT WHEN SOIL IS BURNED AT A PERMANENT INCINERATION FACILITY, THE SOIL
BULK IS NOT REDUCED.  THEREFORE, THE FACILITY MUST USE ITS LANDFILL CAPACITY TO DISPOSE THE
INCINERATED SOIL.  THE COSTS ARE ALSO HIGH IF THE SITE IS CLEANED TO A LOW LEVEL OF PCBS. 
OFF-SITE INCINERATION IS ALSO AN EXPENSIVE TECHNOLOGY IN GENERAL.

5. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED ABOUT THE COMPOSITION OF THE SOIL AROUND THE SITE AND WHETHER
IT COULD BE STABILIZED WITH LIME.



RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE TOP LEVEL OF SOIL IS CLAY, THE NEXT SIX INCHES OF THE SITE IS
TOP SOIL, AND BENEATH THAT LAYER IS TWO AND HALF FEET OF MAINLY SANDY CLAY.  THE EXACT
COMPOSITION OF SOIL VARIES OVER THE SITE.  THIS COMPOSITION IS INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE USE OF LIME
FOR STABILIZATION.

B. QUESTIONS ON PCB LEVELS

1. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHAT PCB LEVEL EPA CONSIDERS TO BE HAZARDOUS AND WHY EPA WOULD
CLEAN UP THE SITE BEYOND THAT LEVEL.

RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE QUESTION OF PCB TOXICITY CONTINUES TO BE STUDIED AND DEBATED. 
IN THE PAST, ONE COMMON INTERPRETATION OF THE TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT LED TO CLEANUPS DOWN
TO 50 PPM.  HOWEVER, NEW TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT REGULATIONS HAVE BEEN PROPOSED THAT WILL
RESULT IN CLEANUP DOWN TO THE 10-25 PPM RANGE.

2. QUESTION:  A RESIDENT ASKED HOW MANY SAMPLES CONTAINED PCBS EXCEEDING 50 PPM, AND WHERE WERE
THESE SAMPLES FOUND.

RESPONSE:  EPA ANSWERED THAT SIX OR SEVEN SAMPLES CONTAINED PCBS EXCEEDING 50 PPM.  THE EXACT
DATA IS IN THE RI/FS REPORT.  THESE SAMPLES WERE FOUND ON THE MEC PROPERTY AND IN LOCALIZED
AREAS IN THE SWAMP.

3. QUESTION:  SEVERAL QUESTIONS CONSIDERED WHY THERE WAS SUCH A LARGE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PCB
LEVELS FOUND IN SAMPLES EVALUATED IN THE FIELD AND THOSE EVALUATED IN THE LABORATORIES.  THE
SAMPLES FROM THE FIELD ALL SHOWED PCB LEVELS LOWER THAN THE LABORATORY MEASUREMENTS.

RESPONSE:  EPA SAID THAT THE FIELD INSTRUMENTS USED FOR MEASURING PCBS ARE LESS SOPHISTICATED
AND LESS PRECISE THAN THE LABORATORY INSTRUMENTS.  THE FIELD MEASUREMENTS WERE TAKEN SO THAT EPA
COULD SCREEN SAMPLES QUICKLY TO DECIDE WHERE TO TAKE ADDITIONAL SAMPLES.  ANY SAMPLE THAT IS
SPLIT AND SENT TO TWO LABORATORIES WILL SHOW DIFFERENT RESULTS.  IT IS NOT UNCOMMON FOR
LABORATORIES TO FIND CONTAMINATION LEVELS IN ONE SAMPLE THAT ARE TWICE AS HIGH AS THOSE FOUND IN
ANOTHER SAMPLE.  EPA STRESSED, HOWEVER, THAT EVEN WHERE RESULTS OF INDIVIDUAL SAMPLES DIFFER,
THE DATA FOR THIS SITE DOES SHOW THE SAME TRENDS IN THE CONCENTRATION OF PCBS.

C. QUESTIONS ON THE NEED FOR CLEANUP

QUESTIONS:  IN A SERIES OF QUESTIONS, ONE RESIDENT SAID HE HAD A LETTER FROM MR. DEVINE OF EPA
STATING THAT THE REMEDIAL CLEANUP ACTION PERFORMED IN 1981 AT THE SITE WAS SATISFACTORY AND NO
ADDITIONAL WORK WAS NEEDED.  HE ASKED IF MR. DEVINE HAD CHANGED HIS MIND.  HE STATED THAT HE HAD
ASKED MR. DEVINE TO DO ANOTHER INDEPENDENT STUDY AND THAT HE DIDN'T THINK EPA HAD CLEANED UP THE
SITE ADEQUATELY.  HE ALSO QUESTIONED THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL WORK NOW BECAUSE THERE COULD BE NO 
NEW CONTAMINATION AS MEC HAD NOT BEEN IN OPERATION SINCE THE TIME OF THE LETTER.  HE CONCLUDED
BY RECOMMENDING THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT MR. DEVINE'S LETTER WAS WRITTEN IN 1981 AND REFERRED TO THE
SPECIFIC IMMEDIATE REMOVAL AT THE SITE AS SATISFACTORY.  EPA BELIEVES THAT THE SITE CONTINUES TO
BE A SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER MEC HAD BEEN IN OPERATION SINCE 1981.  IN
ANY CASE, NEW DATA WAS NEEDED TO DETERMINE IF THE CONTAMINANTS HAD MIGRATED, AND IF SO, WHERE
THEY HAD MIGRATED. 

D. QUESTIONS ON THE FUTURE OF THE SITE

QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT WHO OWNED A SMALL PIECE OF THE SWAMP PROPERTY ASKED IF THE NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE WERE CHOSEN, WHAT WOULD HAPPEN TO THE PROPERTY.  WOULD ANYONE BUY IT?



RESPONSE:  EPA EXPLAINED THAT THE PROPERTY WOULD REMAIN AS IT IS NOW.  WHEN ANY SITE IS CLEANED
UP, THE NEXT STEP IS TO DELETE IT FROM THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL).  IF THE NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE IS SELECTED, ATTEMPTS TO TAKE THE SITE OFF THE NPL WOULD BE THE NEXT LOGICAL STEP. 
THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS WOULD BE THE SAME BUT THE AREA WOULD NO LONGER BE A SUPERFUND SITE. 
THERE SHOULD BE NO MORE RISKS WITH BUYING THAT PROPERTY THAN WITH BUYING ANY OTHER PROPERTY THAT
COULD TURN OUT TO BE CONTAMINATED.

E. QUESTIONS ON FINANCING SUPERFUND REMEDIAL ACTIONS

1. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHO PAYS FOR THE CLEANUP.

RESPONSE:  EPA STATED THAT INITIALLY EPA PAYS FOR THE CLEANUP WITH MONEY FROM THE NATIONAL
SUPERFUND.  THEN, EPA ATTEMPTS TO RECOVER THOSE COSTS FROM RESPONSIBLE PARTIES IDENTIFIED
THROUGH ONGOING LEGAL RESEARCH CONDUCTED BY EPA.

2. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED IF SUPERFUND WAS FUNDED OUT OF GENERAL TAX REVENUES.  IN A
FOLLOW-UP QUESTION, THE RESIDENT ASKED WHY EPA WAS HAVING PROBLEMS FUNDING SUPERFUND IF THE
MONEY COMES FROM CHEMICAL COMPANIES.

RESPONSE:  EPA EXPLAINED THAT 87% OF THE TRUST FUND COMES FROM A TAX ON CHEMICALS; 13% COMES
FROM GENERAL TAX REVENUES.  THE PROBLEM NOW IS THAT THE LAW EXISTS BUT THAT THE FUNDING HAS
EXPIRED.  THERE IS A NEW SUPERFUND BILL WHICH HAS BEEN AGREED TO BY THE HOUSE AND SENATE
CONFERENCE COMMITTEES.  HOWEVER, THERE IS STILL SOME DISAGREEMENT OVER THE FUNDING ISSUE.  THE
BILL MUST PASS BOTH THE HOUSE AND SENATE AND BE SIGNED BY THE PRESIDENT.

3. QUESTION:  ONE RESIDENT ASKED WHAT WOULD HAPPEN TO THIS SITE IF SUPERFUND ISN'T FUNDED.

RESPONSE:  EPA RESPONDED THAT THE FUNDING WOULD NOT EXIST BUT THE LAW WOULD.  THEREFORE, EPA
PREDICTED THAT THE AGENCY WOULD PROBABLY BE VERY AGGRESSIVE IN HUNTING OUT RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
TO FINANCE CLEANUPS.  HOWEVER, THE SITE WOULD ESSENTIALLY REMAIN IN LIMBO FOR SOME TIME.

F. GENERAL QUESTIONS

IN RESPONSE TO A REQUEST FOR THE NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS EPA HAS RECEIVED ABOUT THE SITE, EPA
STATED THAT IT HAS RECEIVED ONE ANONYMOUS LETTER.

IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION ASKING IF A 3 OR 4 PAGE COMMENT WOULD BE CONSIDERED, EPA STATED THAT A
COMMENT OF ANY SIZE WOULD BE WELCOME.

IN RESPONSE TO REQUESTS FOR THE APPROXIMATE COST OF THE INVESTIGATION AND THE TIME PERIOD
COVERING THAT EXPENSE, EPA RESPONDED THAT THE INVESTIGATION HAS COST $400,000 SINCE JANUARY
1985.  EPA ADDED THAT THIS INCLUDES ALL FIELD WORK, PLANNING, AND DOCUMENTATION.  A TYPICAL
RI/FS COSTS $500,000-$800,000.

MEETING ADJOURNMENT

MS. ANDERSON THEN THANKED EVERYONE FOR COMING, AND THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8 PM.



TABLE 3-1. ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN SURFACE WATER SAMPLES, CLP LABORATORY

                                               PARAMETER (UG/L)
   SAMPLE                            CARBON DISULFIDE     TOTAL XYLENES

   MEC UPC                                 4.5 J                10 U

   MEC DTB                                 10 U                 7.0 J

   U = NONE DETECTED; VALUE IS MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT
   J = ESTIMATED VALUE.



   TABLE 3-2. ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DETECTED IN SURFACE SEDIMENT SAMPLES, CLP LABORATORY

                                                    PARAMETER (MG/KG)
   SAMPLE                                           PCB AROCHLOR 1260

   MEC UPC                                                0.22 U

   MEC DPC                                                0.45

   MEC UTB                                                0.21 U

   MEC DTB                                                0.52

   U = NONE DETECTED; VALUE IS MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT.

   TABLE 3-3. ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR WATER SAMPLES FROM PERMANENT MONITOR WELLS, CLP LABORATORY

                                               SAMPLE LOCATION

   PARAMETERS (UG/L)                  MW-1      MW-2      MW-3      MW-4

   PCB (AROCLOR 1260) *               1.0 U     2.4       1.0 U     1.0 U

   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE        26        2 J       3 J       5 J

   CARBON DISULFIDE                   3.2 J     8.5 J     10.0 U    10.0 U

   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE                10 U      10 U      8.2 J     10 U

   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE                 10 U      10 U      3.3 J     10 U

   CHLOROBENZENE                      10 U      10 U      220       10 U

   U = NONE DETECTED; VALUE IS MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT
   J = ESTIMATED VALUE

   * PCB (AROCLOR 1260) NOT DETECTED IN ALL MONITOR WELL SAMPLES BY THE
     ONSITE LABORATORY.



   TABLE 3-4. ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR SOIL SAMPLES FROM TRANSFORMER
              PROCESSING AREA, ONSITE LABORATORY

                                  PCB (AROCLOR 1260) (MG/KG)
                                         SAMPLE DEPTH
   SAMPLE     1'    3'    5'  10'   15'   20'   25'   30'   35'   40'   45'

   WBT-N      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   WBT-E      9.3   ND    ND  1.0   6.8   ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   WBT-S      36.1  29.0  ND  ND    9.6   ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   WBT-W      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   EBT-N      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   EBT-E      6.8   ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   EBT-W      61.7  ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   CSA-1      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   CSA-2
   CSA-3      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   NSA-1
   NSA-2      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   NSA-3
   ESA-1      ND    ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   ESA-2      ND    1.0   ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   ESA-3      ND    ND
   ESA-4      ND    ND
   ESA-5      ND    ND
   SDA-1      3.2   ND    ND  ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND    ND
   AG-1       ND
   AG-2       ND
   AG-3       ND
   AG-4       ND

   ND = NONE DETECTED (MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT = 1 MG/KG)
   BLANK SPACES INDICATE NO SAMPLE COLLECTED.



   TABLE 3-6. METALS DETECTED IN SOIL SAMPLES FROM TRANSFORMER PROCESSING
              AREA, CLP LABORATORY
                                           SAMPLE NUMBER
                                               DEPTH
                             WBT-S       EBT-W       ESA-1       NSA-2'
   PARAMETER (MG/KG)           3'          5'          3'          3'

   MOISTURE PERCENT            10          21          22          7
   ARSENIC                     5.5 J       42 J        19 J        3.0 U
   BARIUM                      7.4         18          66          4.1
   CHROMIUM                    16          68          37          4.7
   COPPER                      3.2         8.7         6.3         1.0 U
   LEAD                        4.4         20          12          4.5
   ANTIMONY                    28 J        120 J       62          3.0 U
   STRONTIUM                    -           -           -          5.6
   VANADIUM                    47          260         130         12
   YTTRIUM                      -           -           -          1.6
   ZINC                        10          72          35          2.8
   ALUMINUM                    5100 J      16000 J     8700 J      3900
   MANGANESE                   85          540         760         19
   CALCIUM                     88          140         360         160
   MAGNESIUM                   150         350         250         230
   IRON                        20000       110000      56000       5700
   SODIUM                      41          47          19 U        100 U
   POTASSIUM                   540         590         290          -
   BERYLLIUM                   0.60 U      2.4         0.71        1.0 U
   NICKEL                      6.1 U       40          19          2.0 U
   COBALT                      3.3 U       3.8 U       5.5          -

   - = NOT ANALYZED FOR
   U = NONE DETECTED; VALUE IS MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT
   J = ESTIMATED VALUE.



   TABLE 3-7. ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR SOIL SAMPLES FROM SWAMP AREA, ONSITE LABORATORY

                                  PCB (AROCLOR 1260) (MG/KG)
                                         SAMPLE DEPTH
   SAMPLE     1'    3'    5'    10'    15'    20'    25'    30'    35'  40'

   A1         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   A2         ND    ND    ND    ND
   A3         6.0   ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   A4         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   A5         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   B1         2.0   ND    ND
   B2         2.6   ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   B3         4.8   ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   B4         14.0  1.9   ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   B5         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND
   C1         1.8   ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   C2         15.5  10.0  19.4  ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   C3         3.0   6.6   ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   C4         9.0   6.9   1.8   ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   C5         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   D1         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   D2         ND    2.0   31.7  ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   D3         2.5   3.0   3.9   10.2   ND     ND     ND     ND
   D4         18.0  25.0  18.1  ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND   ND
   D5         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   E1         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   E2         ND    ND    9.9   ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   E3         ND    5.0   8.3   4.2    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   E4         1.5   5.0   ND    7.0    1.2    ND     ND     ND     ND
   E5         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND   ND
   C2-S       7.8   ND    7.3   ND     ND
   C2-NW      21.4  4.4   9.0   ND     ND
   26         ND    ND    ND    ND     ND     ND     ND     ND     ND
   27         2.2   ND
   28         7.2   ND

   ND = NONE DETECTED (MINIMUM QUANTITATION LIMIT = 1 MG/KG)
   BLANK SPACES INDICATE NO SAMPLE COLLECTED.



   TABLE 3-9. METALS DETECTED IN SOIL SAMPLES FROM SWAMP DISPOSAL AREA, CLP LABORATORY

                                      SAMPLE NUMBER-DEPTH
   PARAMETER (MG/KG)                         A3-10'

   MOISTURE PERCENT                           23
   BARIUM                                     34
   CHROMIUM                                   26
   COPPER                                     2.6
   LEAD                                       15
   VANADIUM                                   20
   ZINC                                       11
   ALUMINUM                                   13000
   MANGANESE                                  57
   CALCIUM                                    210
   MAGNESIUM                                  360
   IRON                                       2800
   NICKEL                                     7.2
   STRONTIUM                                  4.5
   TITANIUM                                   150
   YTTRIUM                                    6.1.



   TABLE 3-10. WELL LOG FOR THE ABANDONED CITY WATER SUPPLY WELL

                            DEPTH OF STRATUM
   LITHOLOGY                ENCOUNTERED (FT)                THICKNESS (FT)

   SANDY CLAY                       0                            8
   SAND                             8                           10
   CLAY                            18                           37
   ROCK                            55                            2
   BOULDERS                        57                            7
   ROCK                            64                            2
   LIMESTONE                       66                            9
   ROCK                            75                            2
   CLAY                            77                            3
   ROCK                            80                           76
   CLAY                           156                           12
   ROCK                           168                           56
   CLAY                           224                           11
   ROCK                           235                            1
   SANDY SHALE                    236                            6
   CLAY                           242                            6
   ROCK                           248                            1
   CLAY                           249                           38
   ROCK                           287                            1
   CLAY                           288                           40
   ROCK                           328                            2
   CLAY                           330                           12
   ROCK                           342                            1
   CLAY                           343                           99
   ROCK                           442                            8
   SAND *                         450                           34
   ROCK                           484                            2
   SAND                           486                            3
   ROCK                           489                            5
   SAND                           494                            5
   ROCK                           499                            1
   CLAY                           500                           21
   ROCK                           521                            2
   SAND *                         523                           14
   ROCK                           537                            1
   SAND                           538                            4
   ROCK                           542                            1
   SANDY SHALE                    543                            3
   BOTTOM                         546

   *  WATER BEARING ZONES.



   TABLE 5-1. APPLICABLE RESPONSE TECHNOLOGIES

   1. TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS

      A. EXCAVATION
      B. SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION (PERMANENT DIVERSION OF SURFACE RUNON
         AROUND THE SWAMP AREA)
      C. OFFSITE DISPOSAL
      D. OFFSITE INCINERATION
      E. SURFACE CAPPING
      F. ONSITE SOLVENT EXTRACTION
      G. ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION
      H. ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION
      I. ONSITE INCINERATION
      J. SITE RESTORATION (GRADING & REVEGETATION OF THE SWAMP AREA; PROPER
         CLOSURE OF THE ONSITE ABANDONED CITY WELL; INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS,
         AS NECESSARY)

   2. TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF WASTE OILS

      A. ACUREX SYSTEM
      B. PCBX SYSTEM
      C. OZONATION
      D. INCINERATION

   3. TECHNOLOGIES FOR REMEDIATION OF STORAGE TANKS

      A. EXCAVATION/REMOVAL
      B. DISPOSAL.



   TABLE 5-2. RETAINED TECHNOLOGIES FOR TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL

        A. EXCAVATION
        B. SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION
        C. OFFSITE DISPOSAL
        D. OFFSITE INCINERATION
        G. ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION
        H. ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION
        I. ONSITE INCINERATION
        J. SITE RESTORATION.

   TABLE 5-3. REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS *

   ALTERNATIVE 1 : NO ACTION

   ALTERNATIVE 2 : SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION

   ALTERNATIVE 3 : OFFSITE DISPOSAL

   ALTERNATIVE 4 : OFFSITE INCINERATION

                   - ROTARY KILN-TYPE
                   - INFRARED-TYPE

   ALTERNATIVE 5 : ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION

   ALTERNATIVE 6 : ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION

   ALTERNATIVE 7 : ONSITE INCINERATION

                   - ROTARY KILN-TYPE
                   - INFRARED-TYPE

   * COMPONENTS COMMON TO ALL REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES INCLUDE:

        - TREATMENT OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED WASTE OIL
        - REMEDIATION OF STORAGE TANKS.

   TABLE 5-4. EFFECT OF CLEANUP LEVELS ON ESTIMATED SOIL VOLUMES REQUIRING TREATMENT

   CLEANUP LEVEL      SOIL VOLUME REQUIRING TREATMENT (CY)      PCB REMOVED
     (MG/KG)         SWAMP AREA     MEC PROPERTY      TOTAL        (LBS)

       10              12,100           800           12,900        61.6

       20               4,300           500            4,800        35.3

       30                 800           300            1,100        11.3

       50                   0           100              100         1.6.



   TABLE 5-5. COST ESTIMATES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES ($1000)

                                             CLEANUP LEVEL (MG/KG)
   ALTERNATIVES                   10          20           30           50

   1. NO ACTION                   --          --           --           --

   2. SITE DRAINAGE DIVERSION *

       CAPITAL COST                                  122
       O&M COST                                        8
       TOTAL                                         130

   3. OFFSITE DISPOSAL

       CAPITAL COST              8,558       3,278         871          212
       O&M COST                      8           8           8            8
       TOTAL                     8,566       3,286         879          220

   4. OFFSITE INCINERATION

     - ROTARY KILN-TYPE

       CAPITAL COST             51,409      19,279       4,575          558
       O&M COST                      8           8           8            8
       TOTAL                    51,417      19,287       4,583          566

     - INFRARED-TYPE

       CAPITAL COST              4,110       1,627         502          192
       O&M COST                      8           8           8            8
       TOTAL                     4,118       1,635         510          200

   5. ONSITE STABILIZATION/SOLIDIFICATION

       CAPITAL COST              1,992         842         337          194
       O&M COST                    310         232         232          156
       TOTAL                     2,302       1,074         569          350

   6. ONSITE CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION

       CAPITAL COST                733         387         256          190
       O&M COST                    950         475         318          158
       TOTAL                     1,683         862         574          348



   TABLE 5-5. COST ESTIMATES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES ($1000) (CONT.)

                                             CLEANUP LEVEL (MG/KG)

   ALTERNATIVES                  10           20           30           50

   7. ONSITE INCINERATION

     - ROTARY KILN-TYPE

       CAPITAL COST            9,953        3,805          996          226
       O&M COST                    8            8            8            8
       TOTAL                   9,961        3,813        1,004          234

     - INFRARED-TYPE

       CAPITAL COST            3,706        1,474          458          178
       O&M COST                    8            8            8            8
       TOTAL                   3,714        1,482          466          186

   * THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTAIN A SPECIFIED CLEANUP LEVEL; THEREFORE,
     A SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS BASED ON CLEANUP LEVELS WAS NOT PERFORMED.



   TABLE 7-1. CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

                                                        ALTERNATIVES

                                          1    2    3    4    5     6    7

   TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA)    X    N    C    C    C     C    C

   RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND             X    X    X    X    X     X    X
       RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)

   DOT HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRANSPORT       X    C    C    C    C     C    C
       RULES

   CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA)                    X    X    X    C    X     X    C

   CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA)                  N    N    C    C    C     C    C

   SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA)         X    X    X    X    X     X    X

                                           C = COMPLIANCE
                                           N = NON-COMPLIANCE
                                           X = NOT APPLICABLE.


